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PREFACE
This report is the fifth in a series of reports on municipal finances in South Carolina. It
examines trends and patterns in municipal revenues, expenditures, employment, and
financial assets—statewide and in six municipal size classes—during the decade
between fiscal year 1990-91 and fiscal year 2000-01. Financial data used in this report
are from several sources. The majority of data come from the Annual Municipal Financial
Reports, in which municipalities report fiscal year revenue and expenditures.
For the first time in the State of the Cities series, this report supplements self-reported
municipal data with information collected by South Carolina state agencies, including
state-shared revenue (statewide accommodations tax, the local option sales tax, the
Local Government Fund), state tax reimbursements (merchant’s inventory tax
reimbursement, the manufacturers’ depreciation reimbursement, and the homestead
exemption reimbursement), and outstanding long-term debt. State agency data were
used beginning in 1995-96. Population estimates were developed for each municipality
between the 1990 and 2000 Censuses. The population estimate for 2001 is from the
Census Bureau.
Also for the first time in the State of the Cities series, financial data were estimated for
municipalities that did not report in a given year. In earlier reports, the number of cities
that did not report was small enough that valid overall conclusions could still be drawn.
Nonreporting cities became an unavoidable problem in 1999-2000 and 2000-01,
however, when over 20 percent of the state’s municipalities, representing about 10
percent of the municipal population, did not file financial reports (Appendix A). To
overcome this problem, financial estimates were developed for these cities using
known data from earlier years. Those figures were adjusted to reflect municipal
population growth (or decline) and inflation over the intervening period. Estimates
were not made for federal and state grants and transfers from enterprise funds. These
estimates allow this report to present, for the first time, a very close representation of
municipal finances in South Carolina over an extended period of time.
Strom Thurmond Institute May 2007viii 
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STATE OF THE CITIES
A DECADE OF MUNICIPAL FINANCE IN SOUTH CAROLINA
INTRODUCTION
Where does our city revenue come from, and how is it being spent? How does our
city’s revenue and spending compare to that of other cities in South Carolina? Are our
taxes really rising? Is revenue from the state and federal governments really shrinking?
What are the big spending demands for cities in the state, and how are they changing?
Municipal elected officials and city staffs can use this kind of information to evaluate their
city’s past performance and plan for the future. State legislators, likewise, benefit from
hard numbers when they consider legislation that has an impact on local government
finances.
This report, like its predecessors, is intended to provide some answers. While financial
data represent only one dimension of the quality of life in our incorporated
communities, they provide an objective yardstick against which to evaluate some
dimensions of city performance.
Strom Thurmond Institute 1 May 2007
      






        
           
        
              
  
     
          
              
          
            
 
 
          
         
           
            
       
     
           
    






      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
              
      
           
           
      
State of the Cities
THE BIG PICTURE: MUNICIPAL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE TRENDS
This section explores trends and changes in major categories of municipal revenues and
expenditures between fiscal years 1990-91 and 2000-01. Revenues and spending growth 
over the decade is addressed first, followed by changes to the municipal revenue and
spending mix.
OVERALL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE GROWTH
Municipal revenues and expenditures have grown over the decade between 1990-91 and
2000-01, as have the finances of other local and state governments. Growth is the result
of several factors, including population growth, price inflation, changing demand for
municipal spending, and additional spending obligations imposed by the state and federal
governments.
South Carolina’s municipalities had total general (non-enterprise fund) revenues of
$1.02 billion in 2000-01, up from $520 million in 1990-91. Revenue increased every year
during the decade. Locally-generated or own-source revenues accounted for around 80
percent of total municipal revenues throughout the decade. On the spending side,
municipal spending in South Carolina increased from $552 million in 1990-91 to $978 
million in 2000-01 (Table 1, Figure 1).
Table 1. South Carolina Municipal Revenues and Expenditures, 1990-91 to 2000-01







1990-91a $519.7 $400 $552.0 $425
1991-92b 545.7 419 574.1 441
1992-93b 584.8 445 577.6 439
1993-94b 638.5 481 600.1 452
1994-95b 682.4 511 659.1 493
1995-96a 774.9 562 694.6 504
1996-97a 849.7 619 751.8 547
1997-98a 882.6 637 869.9 627
1998-99a 914.5 655 855.6 612
1999-2000a 980.8 695 949.4 673
2000-01a 1,020.6 709 977.5 679
aIncludes self-reported and state-reported revenues and estimates for nonreporting municipalities.
bIncludes self-reported revenues with state-reported local option sales tax revenues only.
Note: Enterprise funds (utilities) excluded.
Strom Thurmond Institute 2 May 2007
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Figure 1. Municipal Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
FACTORS AFFECTING GROWTH
Growth in government revenues and expenditures over time is driven by three factors:
population growth, price inflation, and changes in the type and quantity of public services
provided. Municipal services are demanded by residents, and city councils set budgets to
collect the revenue required to provide those services. State and federal mandates also
increase municipal costs, and thus increase revenue needs.
POPULATION GROWTH
Some of the increase in municipal revenues and expenditures was needed to
accommodate growth in municipal population over the decade, which increased nearly
10 percent. Municipal population was approaching 1.3 million in 1990 and climbed to just
over 1.4 million by 2000 (Table 2).
Table 2. South Carolina State and Municipal Population
Total Average Annual
1990 Census 2000 Census
Growth Growth, 1990-2000
State population 3,486,703 4,012,012 15.1% 1.4%
Municipal population 1,286,479 1,411,559 9.7% 0.9%
Municipal share 36.9% 35.2% -- --
Number of cities 270 268 -- --
Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
The easiest way to adjust for population growth is to put all finances on a per capita
basis. This adjustment is done by dividing total dollars by the population. Per capita
Strom Thurmond Institute 3 May 2007
      
                                                       
            
           
           
           
        
   
 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
  
             
               
             
               
          
 
        
         
              
            
                
            
             
        
            
             
         
            
          
       
 
                                            
                   
               
               
   
State of the Cities
figures are also the most accurate way to compare revenues and spending between 
cities of different size. Statewide, municipal revenues per capita increased 5.9 percent
per year on average in current dollars over the decade. Expenditures per capita
increased at an average rate of 4.8 percent per year (Table 3).
Table 3. Municipal Finance Growth, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
Average Annual Growth
Dollars Dollars Per Capita
Current Dollars
Total revenues 7.0% 5.9%
Total expenditures 5.9% 4.8%
Inflation-Adjusted Dollars
Total revenues 4.3% 3.2%
Total expenditures 3.2% 2.2%
PRICE INFLATION
Like any other purchaser or producer of goods and services, municipalities face rising
prices for the products and services they buy. Over half of municipal spending is for
labor in the form of wages and salaries, which have been rising slowly but steadily. The
rate at which prices rise is called the inflation rate. Prices faced by municipalities rose at
an average rate of 2.6 percent per year between 1991 and 2001.
Inflation adjustments are very important in making year-to-year comparisons and
measuring real growth in government finances. If household incomes rise with inflation,
as they normally do, and municipal revenues and expenditures rise at the same rate,
there is no real growth in municipal finances. Only when these figures rise faster than
the inflation rate is there what economists call a real increase.1 Over the decade since
1990-91, the real increase in municipal revenues was 4.3 percent per year on average.
Spending rose more slowly, at an average rate of 3.2 percent per year.
THE COMBINED EFFECT OF POPULATION GROWTH AND INFLATION
Most reported figures on government finance that are used to make comparisons over
time are corrected for either population or inflation, but rarely both at once. Because
population growth and inflation are two primary drivers of municipal revenues and
spending, correcting for both together reveals revenues and expenditures that may be
growing for other reasons. Over the decade since 1990-91, population and inflation 
together grew 3.6 percent a year, on average.
1 Inflation adjustments are made by dividing the amount in current dollars by a price index. This report uses
the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) implicit price deflator for state and
local government purchases, which is a more appropriate measure of inflation facing municipalities than the
consumer price index.
Strom Thurmond Institute 4 May 2007
      
                                                       
          
        
           
              
   
     
        
           
         
             
             
              
             
          
     
         
             
            
            
      
 
         
     






   
       
         
        
       
      
      
      
      
       
      
      
      
  
                 
      
     
         
 
State of the Cities
In South Carolina municipalities, inflation-adjusted per capita revenues and expenditures
both increased at a slower rate than population and inflation combined between 1990-
91 and 2000-01. Inflation-adjusted municipal revenues per capita in South Carolina grew
at an average rate of 3.2 percent per year, and expenditures per capita grew at 2.2 
percent per year.
CHANGES IN PUBLIC SERVICE PROVISION
Factors contributing to growth in inflation-adjusted municipal finances per capita in 
South Carolina may include demand by residents for expanded and/or improved
municipal services, large cost increases in certain municipal purchases (e.g., gasoline),
new spending required by state or federal mandates, or declining efficiency of service
provision. While some of these factors may apply broadly to most municipalities, others
may be highly city-specific. When revenues and spending don’t grow at least as fast as
population and inflation, however, it means either the same level of service is delivered
for a lower cost, or fewer services are provided.
OWN-SOURCE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE GROWTH
Revenue from local sources grew faster than intergovernmental revenue between 1990-
91 and 2000-01. Own-source revenue grew at 4.6 percent per year on average, after
adjusting for inflation. Property tax revenue showed the slowest growth of any major
revenue source over the decade, with average annual growth below one percent per
year (Table 4, Figure 2).
Table 4. Municipal Own-Source and Intergovernmental Revenue and
Revenue Growth, 1990-91 to 2000-01




Per Capita Total Per Capita
Property tax $262.0 $182 0.7% -0.4%
Local option sales taxesb 82.8 58 21.3% 20.0%
Licenses and permits 257.4 179 6.5% 5.4%
Service charges 155.6 108 5.8% 4.7%
Miscellaneous 92.8 64 3.0% 1.9%
Own-source $850.6 $590 4.6% 3.6%
Federal 49.3 34 1.2% 0.1%
State-sharedc 83.9 58 3.0% 2.0%
State grants 15.4 11 5.8% 4.7%
Interlocal 21.4 15 1.5% 0.5%
Intergovernmental $170.0 $118 2.7% 1.6%
Total $1,020.6 $709 4.3% 3.2%
aInflation-adjusted.
bIncludes local option sales tax, local accommodations tax, and local hospitality tax. Revenue growth for local
sales taxes calculated from 1991-92.
cIncludes homestead exemption reimbursement.
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Strom Thurmond Institute 5 May 2007
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Figure 2. Municipal Own-Source Revenue, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
Growth in own-source revenue per capita was 3.6 percent per year. Most of the growth 
in own-source revenue came from newly-introduced local taxes (sales,
accommodations, and hospitality) and nontax revenues from licenses, permits, and
service charges. Growth in property tax revenue per capita was negative.
Overall, intergovernmental revenue per capita grew at less than half the rate of own-
source revenue. Federal and interlocal revenue growth was especially low. Although 
revenue from state grants posted a higher-than-average growth rate over the decade,
this category only contributes a very small share—one to 3 percent—of municipal









































Figure 3. Municipal Intergovernmental Revenue, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
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State of the Cities
SPENDING GROWTH
The two largest municipal spending areas—administration and public safety—were also
among the fastest-growing (Table 5, Figure 4). Administration comprises a wide range of
activities from central administration to financial planning and economic development.
Interest on debt and public safety were the next-fastest growing expenditure categories,
although in terms of total dollars, public safety has the most impact on municipal
budgets. Spending on interest on debt was fairly stable until 1997-98, when it jumped
and stayed at a new higher level as a result of low prevailing interest rates. Other
municipal spending categories grew at less than 2 percent per year.
Table 5. Municipal Spending and Spending Growth by Function, 1990-91 to 2000-01




Per Capita Total Per Capita
Administration $231.1 $160 6.2% 5.1%
Public safety 395.9 275 3.9% 2.9%
Transportation 76.6 53 2.0% 0.9%
Health and human services 2.5 2 0.4% -0.6%
Environment and housing 116.6 81 1.3% 0.3%
Recreation and culture 92.6 64 1.9% 0.8%
Interest on debtb 23.4 16 4.0% 3.0%
All other $38.8 $27 -3.7% -4.7%
Total $977.5 $679 3.2% 2.2%
aInflation-adjusted.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.












* * * *




























* Recreation & Culture
* All Other Spending
Figure 4. Municipal Expenditures, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
There is a second way to look at the spending mix: by the way funds are used (Table 6,
Figure 5). Spending by use examines the breakdown between wages and salaries,
operations, capital purchases, purchase of land and construction, and intergovernmental
expenditures. Capital purchases, which consist of vehicles and equipment, was the
Strom Thurmond Institute 7 May 2007
      
                                                       
             
            
               
           
           
 
         
   











        
      
       
        
      
      
  
         
 
 
         
     
            
          
            
              
             
               
           
State of the Cities
fastest-growing category of municipal spending by use, although it was only a small share
of total spending in 2000-01. Wages and salaries, which are a much more significant
share of total municipal spending, grew at an average annual rate of 3.9 percent per year
(2.8 percent per capita), inflation-adjusted. Growth in this area is driven by increasing
numbers of municipal employees combined with rising wage rates and employee benefit
costs.































Intergovernmental $4.5 $3 3.2% 2.2%
Total $977.5 $679 3.2% 2.2%
aInflation-adjusted.
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
* * * * * * *
*
* * *
* * * * * * * * * * *



























* Land & Construction
* Intergovernmental
Figure 5. Municipal Expenditures by Use, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
THE CHANGING MUNICIPAL REVENUE MIX
The revenue mix for municipalities has changed fairly dramatically over the past decade.
South Carolina municipalities, like those in other states, have been diversifying local
revenue away from property taxes and intergovernmental aid in favor of other local
taxes and fees, charges, licenses and permits. In some other states, the trend away from
the property tax has been supported by increased state aid to local governments. But in 
South Carolina that has not been the case, except for state funding of school tax relief
and an increased homestead exemption for the elderly. The lower property tax
Strom Thurmond Institute 8 May 2007
      
                                                       
           
             
    
 
           
              
             
         
            
             
      
       
     
    
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 
              
       
                
           
          
 
             
             
            
       
 
State of the Cities
assessment ratio on personal automobiles, for example, was only beginning to affect
local government property tax revenues in 2001. This property tax relief was not offset
by state aid.
There has been a noticeable shift away from intergovernmental aid toward own-source
revenues since the mid-1990s. In the early years of the decade, the share of total
municipal revenue raised from local sources hovered around 80 percent. It only dipped
significantly below that level in two years—1995-96 and 1996-97—when federal and
state grants and interlocal revenues were all at relatively high levels. But the
intergovernmental share steadily decreased since that time. By 2000-01, it was at a ten-
year low (Table 7).
Table 7. Municipal Own-Source and Intergovernmental
Revenue Shares, 1990-91 to 2000-01












Changing shares of municipal revenue during the last decade are the result of two
influences: slower growth in intergovernmental revenues than own-source revenues
and the introduction of new revenue sources at the local level (Table 4, Figure 6). By the
later 1990s, federal and interlocal revenues were in decline. State grants to
municipalities were at a ten-year high in 1999-2000, but declined sharply in 2000-01.
During the 1990s a number of municipalities adopted three new local taxes—the local
option sales tax, the local accommodations tax, and the local hospitality tax. By 2000-01
these three local sales taxes provided 8.1 percent of municipal revenues from sources
not available ten years earlier (Table 8).
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State of the Cities
Figure 6. The Municipal Intergovernmental Revenue Mix, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Table 8. Municipal General Revenue Shares, Selected Years
Revenue Source 1990-91 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Property tax 36.6% 30.9% 29.0% 28.5% 28.0% 28.1% 25.7%
Local option sales taxesa 0.0% 3.7% 5.2% 6.8% 7.2% 7.4% 8.1%
Licenses and permits 20.4% 21.5% 21.4% 22.0% 23.3% 23.5% 25.2%
Service charges 13.2% 14.4% 14.7% 15.1% 15.2% 15.2% 15.2%
Miscellaneous 10.3% 7.6% 7.2% 7.3% 6.9% 7.9% 9.1%
Own-source 80.5% 78.1% 77.5% 79.7% 80.6% 82.1% 83.3%
Federal 6.6% 9.1% 8.2% 6.6% 6.4% 5.2% 4.8%
State-shareda 8.9% 7.5% 7.2% 7.6% 7.5% 7.4% 8.2%
State grants 1.3% 2.9% 2.3% 1.8% 2.4% 2.7% 1.5%
Interlocal 2.7% 2.4% 4.8% 4.2% 3.1% 2.6% 2.1%
Intergovernmental 19.5% 21.9% 22.5% 20.3% 19.5% 17.9% 16.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
aStatewide local option sales tax and state-shared revenues from state sources.
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
In the counties that adopted the local option sales tax, much of the revenue from this
new tax replaced municipal property tax revenues. As a result, property tax’s share of
municipal revenues statewide dropped dramatically over the decade. Licenses and
permits, and to a lesser extent service charges and miscellaneous revenues such as
interest earnings and property sales, also filled the revenue gap left by the declining
share of state and federal aid.
THE MUNICIPAL SPENDING MIX
As municipal priorities change and revenues grow at uneven rates, the relative shares of
municipal spending change.
SPENDING BY FUNCTION
Public safety and administration remained the two largest categories of municipal
spending and also saw their relative shares increase over the decade. Most of the
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State of the Cities
remaining spending categories showed slight declines in relative share over the decade.
There are two exceptions. The environment and housing category, which is mostly
spending on solid waste collection, dropped from a 14.3 percent share in 1990-91 to
11.9 percent in 2000-01. The share of “other” spending also dropped noticeably,
perhaps because cities have done a better job allocating spending to other categories
over the decade (Figure 7, Table 9).
Figure 7. The Municipal Spending Mix by Function, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Table 9. Municipal Spending Shares by Function, Selected Years
Expenditures 1990-91 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Administration 17.8% 22.5% 20.9% 19.8% 21.6% 22.7% 23.6%
Public safety 37.8% 40.5% 40.0% 37.4% 40.5% 42.0% 40.5%
Transportation 8.8% 7.8% 8.0% 8.6% 9.1% 7.7% 7.8%
Health and human services 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Environment and housing 14.3% 12.8% 13.5% 12.7% 12.5% 12.0% 11.9%
Recreation and culture 10.8% 8.5% 10.3% 14.5% 9.3% 9.1% 9.5%
Interest on debt 2.2% 1.8% 1.6% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.4%
All other 7.9% 5.8% 5.5% 4.2% 4.4% 4.0% 4.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Spending shares fluctuate on a year-to-year basis as federal and state grant funds increase
funding in certain areas or new regulations require higher spending on specific
programs. The share of spending on public safety rose to around 40 percent of total
spending by 1993-94, boosted in part by federal grant funding for law enforcement. It
remained at about that level in most years except for a large single-year increase in 
public safety spending, which took place in 1999-2000.
Spending shares are also affected by construction of large, expensive capital facilities in a
few cities in a given year. For example, the relatively high spending share in 1997-98 for
recreation and culture in three cities is due to a large, one-time spending jump in that
year. Charleston, North Charleston, and Myrtle Beach together spent a combined total
of $45.5 million more in the recreation and tourism category than they had in the
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State of the Cities
previous year. Much of this total was for land and construction. In 1998-99, aggregate
spending in this area by these three cities returned to near its earlier level.
SPENDING BY USE
Spending by use looks at inputs rather than outputs: wages and salaries, operations,
capital purchases, purchase of land and construction, and intergovernmental
expenditures. Operations include utilities, travel, supplies and other consumables such
as software. Spending shares by use in 1997-98 were affected by high expenditures in the
land and construction category in Charleston, North Charleston, and Myrtle Beach.
With the exception of 1997-98, however, spending shares by use changed noticeably
over time in only two categories. The share going to wages and salaries rose as
employee rolls increased and as average wages and benefit costs rose, while the share
going to operations declined. All other categories except land and construction, which 
is inherently volatile, remained remarkably stable (Figure 8, Table 10).
Figure 8. The Municipal Spending Mix by Use, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Table 10. Municipal Expenditure Shares by Use, Selected Years
Expenditures 1990-91 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Wages and salaries 51.5% 54.7% 54.1% 49.7% 54.3% 55.6% 54.8%
Operations 35.2% 34.6% 34.7% 32.2% 33.9% 33.6% 33.1%
Capital purchases 5.7% 6.6% 6.5% 6.0% 6.2% 6.3% 6.4%
Land and construction 7.2% 3.1% 4.3% 11.6% 5.1% 4.0% 5.2%
Intergovernmental 0.5% 1.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Strom Thurmond Institute 12 May 2007
      
                                                       
       
          
             
    
 
           
             
             
             
             
     
 
 
           
 
            
                
           
             
             
              
 
 
             
            
            
     
        
         
         
State of the Cities
A CLOSER LOOK AT CHANGING OWN-SOURCE REVENUES
The composition of municipal revenues from local sources, or own-source revenues,
changed a great deal over the 1990s. In particular, revenues from taxes became less
dominant in municipal finances.
The local tax share dropped between 1990-91 and 2000-01. The property tax—the
principal local tax—now shares the stage with three new local sales taxes: the local
option sales tax, the local accommodations tax, and the local hospitality tax. These local
sales taxes have contributed to the level and diversity of own-source revenues in the
cities that use them. Municipalities also are relying more and more on nontax revenue
sources (Figure 9, Table 11).
Figure 9. Municipal Own-Source Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
When municipal officials diversify their local revenue sources, they can take advantage of
local opportunities to use a particular type of tax or fee. For example, cities that serve
tourist or business travelers may adopt local accommodations or hospitality taxes,
while others may rely more heavily on business licenses or service charges. Very small
towns have few local revenue options beyond the property tax. Larger cities that
provide more municipal services have a wide variety of revenue options from which to
choose.
By diversifying the local revenue base, municipal officials also reduce the drawbacks of
relying heavily on a single tax. Overreliance on a single revenue source can unfairly
burden one group of taxpayers over another and may reduce the stability of municipal
revenues when economic conditions change.
Table 11. Municipal Own-Source Revenue Shares, Selected Years
Revenue Source 1990-91 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Property tax 45.4% 39.6% 37.4% 35.7% 34.7% 34.2% 30.8%
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State of the Cities
Local option sales tax 0.0% 4.7% 5.0% 5.9% 6.3% 6.2% 6.2%
Local accommodations tax 0.0% 0% 0.4% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.2%
Local hospitality tax 0.0% 0% 1.3% 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 2.4%
Taxes 45.4% 44.3% 44.1% 44.3% 43.7% 43.3% 40.6%
Licenses and permits 25.4% 27.6% 27.6% 27.6% 28.9% 28.6% 30.3%
Service charges 16.4% 18.4% 19.0% 18.9% 18.9% 18.5% 18.3%
Miscellaneous 12.8% 9.8% 9.3% 9.2% 8.5% 9.7% 10.9%
Nontax 54.6% 55.8% 55.9% 55.7% 56.3% 56.8% 59.5%
Total Own-Source 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Note: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
What is the Difference Between a Tax and a Fee or Service Charge?
Taxes raise general revenue for governments. Broadly taxed items such as property,
income, and retail purchases usually have a large impact on the economy and can raise
large sums at relatively low tax rates. The consumption of specific goods, such as alcohol
and cigarettes, may be taxed both to raise revenue and discourage consumption. With a
few exceptions, such as gasoline taxes, there is no direct relationship between the tax
base and how the revenue is spent.
Fees and service charges connect the payer to the public service received. According to
the Annual Municipal Financial Report, fees such as business licenses, inspection fees, and
utility franchise fees are related to business activities. Franchise fees are paid by utilities
to cities and counties in exchange for use of streets and other rights of way for utility
service delivery. Plumbing and electrical inspection fees are charged for city inspectors to
enforce local codes in business activities. Business licenses, which are a significant
source of local revenue for cities, are actually not a fee but rather a tax on gross
business income.
Service charges are charges for the use of city-provided services. For example, service
charges for parking, solid waste disposal, and participation in city recreation programs all
provide an identifiable service to the payer. Police fines require offenders to pay some of
the cost of law enforcement. Revenue from some service charges may be earmarked for
a specific purpose, such as recreation fees for the city recreation program, while other
revenue is used for general city purposes.
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State of the Cities
THE PROPERTY TAX
The property tax’s reign as the dominant municipal revenue source has come to an end.
Traditionally the property tax has been the primary revenue workhorse for local
governments in South Carolina. But now the property tax shares its role with other
local taxes, fees, and charges to an increasingly significant degree, especially in cities and
counties. The property tax dropped from 45 percent of municipal own-source revenues
in 1990-91 to 31 percent in 2000-01. Three new local sales taxes combined with 
increasing use of fees and charges contributed to this shift. Revenue from the local
option sales tax has eliminated property taxes in some small towns.
Property tax revenue and property tax revenue per capita also were among the slowest-
growing categories of municipal revenues. Property tax revenue grew at an average rate
of 0.7 percent per year between 1990-91 and 2000-01, and property tax revenue per
capita grew at -0.4 percent a year, after adjusting for inflation. Property tax revenue in 
the median city reporting revenue from this source was $106 per capita in 2000-01.
Property Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $262.0 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $182 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $106 per capita
Cities with revenue: 222
Cities collect about 94 percent of annual property taxes due. Delinquent taxes and
associated penalties, the manufacturers’ depreciation reimbursement, and fees in lieu of
taxes comprise the remaining 6 percent of property tax revenue.2 The manufacturers’
depreciation reimbursement is property tax revenue collected by the Department of
Revenue on business personal property and returned to municipalities. This revenue
source was first itemized in the Annual Municipal Financial Report in 1996-97.
Fee-in-lieu-of-tax (FILOT) revenue, received from manufacturers and other qualified
facilities under fee agreements, has remained between $2.2 million and $3.3 million 
over the decade. In 2000-01, 64 cities received $2.8 million from this source. The
median municipal FILOT payment was $14,269. FILOT is a larger source of revenue for
counties and school districts than it is for cities because most facilities under fee
agreements are located outside municipal boundaries. In tax year 2000, counties
received $36.9 million and school districts received $69 million in FILOT payments,
according to the Office of the Comptroller General.
2 The homestead property tax reimbursement for elderly and disabled homeowners is discussed under
state-shared revenue.
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State of the Cities
LOCAL SALES TAXES
In 2000-01, many South Carolina cities were able to use three local sales taxes that
were not available at the beginning of the decade: the local option sales tax, the local
accommodations tax, and the local hospitality tax. Together these three taxes brought in 
close to $83 million in revenue to cities statewide and made up 9.7 percent of own-
source revenue in that year. This amounted to $57 per capita; however, on a city-by-city
basis these revenues were very unevenly distributed.
LOCAL ACCOMMODATIONS AND HOSPITALITY TAXES
State legislation made these two new taxes available to municipalities in 1996-97. Cities
(and counties) may adopt up to an additional 3 percent tax on transient
accommodations. The local hospitality tax of up to 2 percent is levied on restaurant
meals. These two taxes are primarily taxes on tourists, although residents pay a portion 
of the hospitality tax. Proceeds from the local accommodations tax and the local
hospitality tax are restricted by law for use on tourism-related facilities, infrastructure,
and promotions.
In the first year, 42 cities reported revenues totaling $2.7 million from the local
accommodations tax. In 2000-01, the number of cities had increased to 68 and the
amount had more than tripled to $9.9 million. Hilton Head Island and North Myrtle
Beach, two of the state’s major tourism destinations, each raised over $1.5 million from
this tax in 2000-01.
Local Accommodations Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $9.9 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $7 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $5 per capita
Cities with revenue: 68
Eight cities adopted the local hospitality tax in the first year and raised $8.7 million. By
2000-01, 26 cities reported local hospitality tax revenues totaling $20.1 million. Six
cities raised over $1 million from this tax in 2000-01: Myrtle Beach, North Myrtle Beach,
Columbia, North Charleston, Hilton Head Island, and Aiken.
Local Hospitality Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $20.1 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $14 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $39 per capita
Cities with revenue: 26
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State of the Cities
LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX
In November 1990, all 46 counties held a referendum on a new local option sales tax 
(LOST). Six counties—Charleston and five poor rural counties—adopted the tax. Since
that time an additional 24 counties have adopted this tax and others continue to explore
this option. LOST is an additional one percent sales tax and is applied to the same items
taxed by the state sales tax. A minimum of 71 percent of the revenue received from
LOST is required to be used for property tax relief. Some cities and counties use 100
percent of LOST revenues to roll back property tax rates. Revenue from LOST is
concentrated in parts of the state with high taxable sales, which include cities with 
substantial population, cities that serve as regional shopping destinations, and cities with 
a lot of tourism. In 2000-01, LOST collections statewide in cities and counties combined
were close to $144 million, according to the Department of Revenue (Table 13).
Table 12. Local Option Sales Tax Collections by County, 2000-01
County Revenue County Revenue
Abbeville $1,214,927 Jasper $1,741,631
Allendale 549,837 Kershaw 3,900,704
Bamberg 852,480 Lancaster 4,374,804
Barnwell 1,589,428 Laurens 3,664,153
Berkeley 10,572,771 Lee 766,517
Charleston 55,424,198 McCormick 458,290
Chester 2,147,731 Marion 2,287,743
Chesterfield 2,635,956 Marlboro 1,610,783
Clarendon 1,796,089 Pickens 8,163,943
Colleton 2858,571 Saluda 734,647
Darlington 4,652,262 Sumter 8,609,712
Dillon 2,094,446 Williamsburg 1,643,992
Edgefield 985,696
Florence 16,9542,98 Unallocated 193,445
Hampton 1,278,296 State Total $143,757,349
Source: S.C. Department of Revenue.
Revenue from LOST is shared between counties and cities on a formula basis that takes
into account population and the point of sale. Counties generating revenue above $5 
million in any year share 5 percent of that revenue with LOST counties generating less
than $2 million. In 1991-92, 38 cities in six counties received $11.5 million from LOST.
In 2000-01, the South Carolina Treasurer’s Office distributed $52.8 million from this tax
to 146 cities in 27 counties. The median city with LOST received $70 in revenue per
capita in the same year.
Local Option Sales Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $52.8 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $37 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $70 per capita
Cities with revenue: 146
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State of the Cities
LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX AFTER 10 YEARS
How does having a local option sales tax affect city finances? Data from 2000-01 gives us
a decade of perspective on this question since the first six adopting counties and their
38 cities started collecting revenue in the fall of 1991.
LOST provided $52.8 million in revenue to 146 cities in 2000-01. LOST is an important
revenue source for the 138 cities in counties with the tax—12.2 percent of total
revenue and 14.7 percent of own-source revenue. Eight additional cities received LOST
revenue in 2000-01 because they straddle two or more counties. In most of these
places, revenue from LOST supplied less than 2 percent of total revenues.
The share of the property tax in own-source revenue is lower in municipalities with 
local option sales taxes—29.3 percent compared to 31.9 percent (Figure 10). So is per
capita property tax revenue (Table 13). LOST offsets the difference with $83 per capita
in revenue.
Figure 10. Revenue and Expenditure Shares in Cities in LOST and Non-LOST Counties, Fiscal Year 2001
Table 13. The Local Option Sales Tax and
Per Capita Municipal Revenues and Expenditures, 2000-01
LOST Counties Non-LOST Counties
Property tax $166 $194
Local option sales tax 83 <1
Own-source revenue 566 609
Total revenues 680 730
Total spending 603 737
Revenue from LOST has not resulted in higher overall per capita revenue and spending
among adopting cities. Own-source revenue per capita was lower in the average city
with LOST revenue than the average city without this tax—$566 versus $609 for own-
source revenue and $680 compared to $730 for total revenue. Per capita revenue from
licenses and permits and service charges also were lower in cities with LOST revenue
than in cities without this revenue source. These findings suggest that LOST revenues
used to supplement the general fund may be holding down tax and fee increases in some
cities.
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State of the Cities
On the spending side, the cities in LOST counties spent less per capita than other
cities—$603 on average compared to $737. Most differences in average spending levels
per capita between groups of cities simply reflect resident preferences for different
types and quantities of public services.
Starting from a very small revenue base in 1991-92—and only part of a fiscal year— 
revenue from LOST has grown rapidly from only $11.5 million to $52.3 million in 2000-
01. This rapid growth reflects both growth of the tax base (retail sales) and growth in 
the number of cities collecting the tax (Table 15). The revenue increase is particularly
notable because of the absence of most of the state’s largest urban counties from the
list of adopters Greenville, Spartanburg, Lexington, and Horry.3 
LICENSES AND PERMITS
Licenses and permits brought $257.4 million in revenue to South Carolina cities in 2000-
01—second only to the amount raised from the property tax. Licenses and permits
supplied 30 percent of municipal own-source revenue in that year, up from 25 percent in 
1990-91. Licenses and permits were the fastest-growing major component of municipal
revenues since 1990-91, increasing 6.5 percent per year on average after adjusting for
inflation.
Licenses and Permits Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $257.4 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $179 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $98 per capita
Cities with revenue: 261
Business licenses and utility franchise fees together made up 91 percent of revenue in 
this category in 2000-01 (Figure 11). Business licenses were the dominant revenue-
Figure 11. Licenses and Permits Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
3 Richland County has since adopted the local option sales tax in May 2005.
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State of the Cities
producer, used by 238 cities. Median per capita business license revenue was $62. Utility
franchise fees—commonly for telecommunications, cable, or electric utilities—were
used by 227 cities in 2000-01. Six of the state’s largest cities reported revenues
exceeding $2 million in 2000-01: Columbia, Greenville, North Charleston, Charleston,
Spartanburg, and Myrtle Beach. Median municipal franchise fee revenue per capita was
$32.
Building permits contributed less than 7 percent of revenue from licenses and permits.
In 2000-01, 137 cities reported revenue from building permits. Median per capita
building permit revenue was $4.
SERVICE CHARGES
Service charges rank third in importance after property taxes and licenses and permits as
a revenue source for cities in South Carolina. Along with licenses and permits, revenue
from this source grew rapidly since 1990-91, rising 5.8 percent per year on average after
adjusting for inflation. Cities received nearly $156 million in revenue from a wide variety
of service charges in 2000-01.
Service Charge Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue:
Revenue per capita (SC average):






Law enforcement and legal fees4 comprised the largest share of municipal revenues from
service charges throughout the decade—around 28 percent (Figure 12). In 2000-01, 195
cities received revenue from this source totaling $44.1 million statewide. Nine large
cities reported total revenues from law enforcement and legal fees exceeding $1 million 
in 2000-01. Median per capita revenue in cities with law enforcement and legal fees was
$34.
Service charges for solid waste disposal were the second-highest share of municipal
revenues from service charges in 2000-01. Solid waste fees were $13.5 million 
statewide at the start of the decade but had jumped to $29.3 million by 1995-96 in 
response to rising costs associated with both stricter landfill regulations and population 
growth. By 2000-01, municipal revenue from solid waste fees had risen to $39.6 million.
Service charges for solid waste disposal generated revenue of $46 per capita in the
median city using this revenue source.
4
Revenues from law enforcement and legal fees are overstated because they include the amount of the state assessment, which was
impossible to separate from the total in many cities.
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State of the Cities
Figure 12. Service Charge Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Fees for parking, fire protection, and recreation also contribute significant amounts of
revenue in cities that offer these services. Thirty cities reported revenue from parking
fees. Three large cities collected over $1 million in revenue from parking fees in 2000-
01: Charleston, Greenville, and Columbia. Fifty cities collected fees for fire protection 
services.
Cities with recreation fees used them more intensively in 2000-01 than in 1990-91.
About the same number of cities collected recreation fees in 1990-91 (62 cities) and
2000-01 (69 cities). At the beginning of the decade only seven cities collected over
$100,000 in recreation fees. But by the end of the decade, 19 cities collected over
$100,000 with Myrtle Beach and Greenville leading with over one million dollars from
this source. Median revenue from recreation fees was $8 per capita in 2000-01.
MISCELLANEOUS LOCAL REVENUES
This category contains all other locally-generated revenues, including interest on 
investments, proceeds from property sales, and rent. Interest was a little over half of
this category in 2000-01, down from 61 percent at the beginning of the decade.
Miscellaneous revenue amounted to nearly $93 million in 2000-01, up from almost $54 
million in 1990-91 (Figure 13).
Miscellaneous Own-Source Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $92.8 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $64 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $26 per capita
Cities with revenue: 241
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State of the Cities
Figure 13. Miscellaneous Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Slow growth in interest earnings is a result of the low prevailing interest rates in 2000-
01 rather than a change in the amount of municipal financial assets. Between 1990-91 and
2000-01, municipal financial assets nearly doubled to just over $1 billion, with about 70
percent of the total divided between cash deposits, federal securities, and the state
investment pool. In 2000-01, 223 cities had revenues from interest earnings. Eighty-
three cities got at least three-quarters of their miscellaneous revenue from interest.
Median interest earnings per capita were $11 in 2000-01.
Rental and/or sale of municipal property are two additional small revenue sources for
cities. Together they brought in $12.2 million in 134 cities in 2000-01, with most cities
reporting less than $100,000 in revenue from these sources. Other miscellaneous
revenues are from nonrecurring and hard-to-classify sources, such as festivals.
REVENUE TRANSFERS FROM ENTERPRISE FUNDS
Municipalities with utilities sometimes transfer revenue from those enterprise funds
into their general funds. In 2000-01, 61 cities transferred a total of $36.9 million in 
revenue from enterprise funds to their general funds. Twelve cities transferred over
one million dollars in revenue. A decade earlier, 79 cities transferred $33.7 million.
After adjusting for inflation, revenue from this source actually declined 6.5 percent over
the decade. The median transfer per capita was $39 in 2000-01 in cities using this
revenue source.
Enterprise Fund Transfers to General Fund, 2000-01
Total revenue: $36.9 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $26 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $39 per capita
Cities with revenue: 61
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State of the Cities
A CLOSER LOOK AT CHANGING INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES
FEDERAL AID
The amount of federal aid received by South Carolina cities has changed considerably
over time. The total amount of federal grants to municipalities in South Carolina rose
from $34 million in 1990-91 to about $70 million in 1995-96 and 1996-97. Since then it
has declined to $49 million. Likewise, federal aid declined from 9 percent of municipal
general revenue in 1995-96 to less than 5 percent in 2000-01. This was federal aid’s
smallest contribution to municipal revenue since the 1980s or even earlier. In 1990-91 
the federal share of total revenue was 6.6 percent. The median level of federal aid in 
2000-01 was $32 per capita.
Federal Aid, 2000-01
Total revenue:
Revenue per capita (SC average):






The sources of federal aid have also changed over the decade. In 1981-82, the federal
share was 8 percent, but the character of federal aid was very different than it is now.
Then, most municipalities received general revenue sharing, which came with few
restrictions. But federal revenue sharing ended in the mid-1980s. Today, municipalities
receive federal funds on a competitive grant basis or because they meet specific program
criteria. As a result, fewer municipalities receive federal aid today than in the past and
the revenue is less flexible.
Changing conditions also affect federal aid. In 1990-91, Federal Emergency Management
Agency grants were 27 percent of total federal aid received by municipalities and were
mostly linked to recovery from Hurricane Hugo. FEMA grants were only one percent of
the total ten years later, however (Figure 14).
In 2000-01, 68 cities received funding in the form of Community Development Block
Grants. The median award in that year was $24 per capita. CDBG was the only source
of federal aid for 18 cities. Nineteen cities received housing grants and 16 cities received
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State of the Cities
FEMA grants in 2000-01. Other agencies were the source of federal aid for 88 additional
cities.
Figure 14. Federal Aid Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
STATE AID: GRANTS
Grants from state agencies to South Carolina municipalities remained a small share of
total revenue throughout the decade. The amount of grant funds distributed fluctuated
from a low of $6.8 million in 1990-91 to a high of $26.5 million in 1999-2000. In 2000-
01, the state distributed $15.4 million in grants to 118 municipalities. The median award
was $15 per capita.
State Grants, 2000-01
Total revenue:
Revenue per capita (SC average):






Funding levels have varied from year to year among grant categories. This reflects
changes in priorities in the statehouse and in state revenue availability. Local
government grants from the Budget and Control Board, which are used for
infrastructure development, remained at very low funding levels throughout the mid-
1990s, and then rose to their highest levels in 1997-98 and 1998-99 when state revenues
were plentiful. Similar trends occurred in other grant categories. Grants for highways
and recreation and tourism were a larger share of state grant funding in 2000-01 than
they were in 1990-91 (Figure 15).
Highway grants were the largest single source of state grant revenue to cities in 2000-
01. Forty-seven cities received $6.3 million. The median grant was about $66,000, or
$14 per capita. Four-fifths of the individual grant awards were $200,000 or below.
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State of the Cities
Figure 15. State Grant Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
STATE AID: STATE-SHARED REVENUES
The state of South Carolina collects a number of taxes and fees that are redistributed
back to local governments. These revenue sources include the 2 percent statewide
accommodations tax, the merchants’ inventory tax, the local government fund (also
known as state aid to subdivisions), the motor carrier property tax, the tourism
infrastructure tax, and the alcoholic beverage licenses fee (Figure 16). The homestead
property tax reimbursement is also counted as state revenue, although it simply
reimburses municipalities for property taxes they would otherwise have collected from
senior citizens and disabled persons. All cities receive state-shared revenue of at least
one type.
Figure 16. State-Shared Tax Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
As a group, state-shared taxes were a much larger and more stable revenue source for
municipalities over the 1990s than state grants, rising from $46.3 million in 1990-91 to
$83.9 million in 2000-01. Revenue growth per capita from this source over the decade
averaged 2.4 percent per year after adjusting for inflation.
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State of the Cities
State-shared taxes declined in their share of municipal revenue over the decade,
dropping from a high of 8.9 percent in 1990-91 to a low of 7.2 percent in 1996-97. This
decline in state-shared taxes occurred even though three new revenue sources—the
motor carrier property tax, the tourism infrastructure tax, and the alcoholic beverage
licenses fee—were added in the mid 1990s.
The share of state-shared taxes in total municipal revenue would have continued its
decline in 2000-01 except for the increase in the homestead property tax exemption.
Because the homestead exemption was increased from $20,000 to $50,000 per
qualifying residence, state-shared taxes went from 7.4 percent of municipal revenue in 
1999-2000 to 8.2 percent in 2000-01. This increase does not represent additional funds
to municipalities, however, because the homestead exemption reimbursement replaces
property taxes that would have otherwise been collected on those same properties.
State-Shared Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $83.9 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $58 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $43 per capita
Cities with revenue: 268
Local government fund (LGF). Each year, the South Carolina General Assembly is
required by law to set aside 4.5 percent of general fund revenues from the last
completed fiscal year—mostly from the state income tax and general retail sales tax— 
for distribution to cities and counties on a formula basis. Municipalities receive 16.722 
percent of the total, which is then distributed on the basis of population. In 2000-01,
this pool of funds came to $37.1 million, or $26 per capita. Every municipality in South
Carolina receives revenue from the LGF.
Local Government Fund, 2000-01
Total revenue: $37.1 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $26 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $28 per capita
Cities with revenue: 268
The base of the LGF has been adjusted downward as the General Assembly has
redefined the general fund. Beginning in 1998-99, all revenues appropriated for state-
funded property tax relief programs were moved off-budget into the Trust Fund for
Property Tax Relief. This action reduced the general fund by over $353 million in that
year, which reduced the LGF by nearly $16 million in 2000-01. The municipal share of
this total would have been $2.7 million, or close to $2 per municipal resident. More
recently, mid-year budget cuts reduced the statewide municipal share of the LGF by
$573 thousand in 2001-02 and by $1.1 million in 2002-03.
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State of the Cities
Today, state general fund revenue earmarked for the Trust Fund for Property Tax Relief
is $515 million. If these funds were still counted as part of the general fund, they would
add almost $3.9 million to the municipal distribution from LGF, or approximately $2.60 
per municipal resident.
Homestead exemption property tax reimbursement. The state fully reimburses
local governments for the property tax exemption given to citizens age 65 and over.
Thus, revenue from the homestead exemption is directly related to the number of
senior citizens owning homes in a given city and the value of those homes.5 
Since the mid 1970s the homestead exemption was on the first $20,000 in market value
of a principal residence. In 2000-01 the exemption was increased to $50,000, which 
more than doubled the amount of revenue the state transferred to municipalities to
reimburse them for the exemption. During the mid and later 1990s, the homestead
exemption remained nearly flat at around $5.2 million per year. Revenue from this
source jumped to $13.6 million in 2000-01.
Homestead Exemption Reimbursement, 2000-01
Total revenue: $13.6 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $9 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $9 per capita
Cities with revenue: 212
Accommodations tax. The 2 percent statewide accommodations tax is collected by
the state and returned to cities (and counties) based on where it originated. This tax on 
transient accommodations is primarily a tax on tourism. Any revenues collected in 
excess of $25,000 are required to be used on tourism-related expenditures. The
accommodations tax was the fastest-growing component of state-shared revenue over
the decade since 1990-91, with the exception of the homestead property tax
reimbursement in 2000-01.
Accommodations Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $22.1 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $15 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $3 per capita
Cities with revenue: 226
5 In this report, the homestead exemption reimbursement is counted as state-shared revenue although
local governments treat it as property tax revenue. This choice keeps this report consistent with other
state reports.
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State of the Cities
Twelve cities that cater to tourism received over $75 per capita in accommodations tax
revenue in 2000-01. The accommodations tax was a much smaller revenue source for an
additional 214 municipalities. Revenues from this source in the median city were $3 per
capita.
Merchants’ inventory tax. The state reimburses cities (and counties) for revenue lost
from the business inventory tax exemption. This amount was frozen in 1987 and
remains at $7.8 million per year. Revenue from this source is declining in its share of
revenue as well as in inflation-adjusted and per capita terms. In dollar terms, the
merchants’ inventory tax reimbursement contributes higher levels of revenue in the
state’s larger cities, which had a larger number of taxable business inventories in 1987
than smaller cities and towns.
Merchants’ Inventory Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $7.8 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $5 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $3 per capita
Cities with revenue: 206
Motor carrier property tax. The motor carrier property tax is a very small
component of state-shared revenue. Municipalities received revenue from this tax
beginning in 1996-97 after a change in state law. Motor carriers file an annual property
tax return with the Department of Revenue, which also calculates the fair market value
of motor carriers and levies a statewide average millage rate for this purpose. Motor
carriers also pay a one-time fee in lieu of property taxes to the Department of Public
Safety before being placed in service. Both the property taxes and the one-time fee are
distributed to counties based on their share of combined state and federal highway miles
in the state. Counties then distribute these revenues to local governments within the
county on a formula basis.
Motor Carrier Property Tax Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue: $0.8 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): <$1 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): <$2 per capita
Cities with revenue: 63
Tourism infrastructure fee. The Tourism Infrastructure Admissions Tax Act of 1997
established this new revenue source for cities and counties that have major tourism or
recreation areas or facilities. For qualifying areas or facilities, one-quarter of the state
admissions tax is returned by the Department of Revenue to the city (or county) in 
which the facility is located to be used for infrastructure improvements associated with 
it. An additional quarter of the state admissions tax is sent to the State Treasurer, who
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State of the Cities
manages a special tourism infrastructure development fund for each facility. Local
governments within five miles of the facility may apply for grants from this fund.
This new tax raised nearly $667,000 in 1997-98, its first year. In 2000-01, the tax
brought a total of $1.5 million to six communities: Columbia, Florence, Greenville,
Myrtle Beach, North Charleston, and North Myrtle Beach.
Alcoholic beverage licenses fee. Cities (and counties) may be allocated a portion of
the state excise tax on minibottles for use in alcohol awareness education and the
rehabilitation of drug addicts and alcoholics. Eighteen cities received revenue from this
source in 1997-98, which brought in just over $2 million in that year. In 2000-01, 23
cities received a total of $1 million from this source.
INTERLOCAL REVENUES
Interlocal revenues are payments received from another local government: another city,
a county, or a special purpose district. In 2000-01, 77 cities received interlocal revenues,
down from 107 a decade earlier. Despite fewer cities in 2000-01, revenues from this
source increased from $14.2 million to $21.4 million over the decade.
Interlocal Revenues, 2000-01
Total revenue: $21.4 million
Revenue per capita (SC average): $15 per capita
Revenue per capita (median city): $12 per capita
Cities with revenue: 77
The most common payments are for contracts for fire protection or other municipal
services, with over 85 percent of interlocal revenue statewide from these two sources.
In 2000-01, 19 cities received 100 percent of their interlocal revenues from contracts
for fire protection, and an additional 20 cities received over half of their interlocal
revenues for this purpose. Payments for other contracts for service brought in $5.1 
million to 32 cities. Twenty-six cities received payments in lieu of taxes. Most payments
were well below $50,000 (Figure 17).
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Figure 17. Interlocal Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001 
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State of the Cities
A CLOSER LOOK AT CHANGING MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES
Within the eight broad municipal spending categories, four are of particular interest
because of their importance in most city budgets: administration, public safety,
environment and housing, and recreation and culture. Spending shares and spending per
capita can fluctuate considerably year to year as cities change their priorities or
undertake costly construction and renovation projects.
ADMINISTRATION
Over the decade, there has been little change in the makeup of administrative spending
(Figure 18). Central administration—mayor and council, city manager or administrator,
and other related functions—has remained close to 30 percent of spending in this
category over the decade. For many smaller cities with small staffs who perform many
functions, central administration is the main type of administrative spending. Central
administration is followed by other administration (about 23 percent) and finance
(around 15 percent). Other activities in this category include judicial and legal
administration, planning and zoning, economic development, engineering, and
registration and elections, all of which are less than 10 percent of spending. In 2000-01,
the share of administration spending on city buildings is higher than average because of
construction spending by the city of Columbia.
Administration Spending, 2000-01
Total spending:
Spending per capita (SC average):
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State of the Cities
Figure 18. Administration Spending Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
PUBLIC SAFETY
Public safety is the largest municipal spending category (Figure 19). Over three-quarters
of South Carolina cities reported spending in this area in 2000-01. Because the majority
of public safety spending is on law enforcement, it is not surprising that the state’s larger
cities spend the most in dollars on public safety while some small communities and
tourist destinations spend the most per capita.
Public Safety Spending, 2000-01
Total spending:
Spending per capita (SC average):






Figure 19. Public Safety Spending Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Within public safety, there has been a steady shift toward more spending on law
enforcement by any measure—relative share, growth rate, or per capita spending. This
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State of the Cities
trend partly reflects an increasingly urban population and partly the influence of
additional federal law enforcement grants during the Clinton administration. In 2000-01,
190 cities reported spending on law enforcement, and 150 cities reported spending on 
fire protection. Some cities show high total or per capita spending on fire protection 
because their fire departments serve customers outside the city limits. Median per
capita spending in 2000-01 was $164 for law enforcement and $59 for fire protection.
ENVIRONMENT AND HOUSING
This municipal spending category contains a mix of activities ranging from building
inspection to drainage and environmental protection. The majority of spending in this
category is for solid waste collection and disposal, which was close to 72 percent of the
total with 143 cities reporting spending in 2000-01 (Figure 20). The statewide average
city expenditure on solid waste collection and disposal was $58 per capita in 2000-01.
The median city spent $67 per capita.
Environment and Housing Spending, 2000-01
Total spending: $116.6 million
Spending per capita (SC average): $81 per capita
Spending per capita (median city): $72 per capita
Cities with spending: 154
Figure 20. Environment and Housing Spending Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
RECREATION AND CULTURE
Many cities have and maintain public parks and recreation facilities and offer recreation 
programs for children and adults. It is not surprising then, that most spending in this
category is for parks and recreation (Figure 21). One hundred twenty-six cities
reported spending on parks and recreation in 2000-01; the median city spent $29 per
capita. Libraries, which are mostly a county function in South Carolina, are only a small
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State of the Cities
part of spending in this category. Spending on tourism was at its highest level during the
decade in 2000-01, with 34 cities reporting.
Recreation and Culture Spending, 2000-01
Total spending: $92.6 million
Spending per capita (SC average): $64 per capita
Spending per capita (median city): $31 per capita
Cities with spending: 142
Figure 21. Recreation and Culture Spending Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
TEN YEARS OF MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
Operating utilities continues to be an important function for South Carolina
municipalities. In 2000-01, 179 cities received revenue from one or more utilities.
When these enterprise funds are added into the total, they accounted for 38 percent of
all municipal revenues and 34 percent of all municipal expenditures in 2000-01. A
number of municipalities transfer utility revenues to their general funds to help offset
spending on services consumed by nonresidents.
Utility Revenue, 2000-01
Total revenue:
Revenue per capita (SC average):






Over the decade, inflation-adjusted utility revenue grew by an average of 2.9 percent a
year and utility spending grew at 1.0 percent a year. Per capita, inflation-adjusted average
growth in utility revenues was 1.9 percent a year while utility spending growth was flat
(Table 14). Utilities as a share of total revenues and expenditures both fell slightly over
the decade as revenues and expenditures increased more rapidly in other areas.
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State of the Cities
Table 14. Utility Revenues and Expenditures 2000-01 and Growth 1990-91 to 2000-01






Total (without utilities) $1,020.6 $709 4.3% 3.2%
Utility $637.8 $443 2.9% 1.9%
Total (with utilities) $1,658.4 $1,151 3.7% 2.7%
Expenditures
Total (without utilities) $977.5 $679 3.2% 2.2%
Utility (incl. interest on debt) 505.3 351 1.0% 0.0%
Total (with utilities) $1,482.9 $1,029 2.4% 1.3%
aInflation-adjusted.
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Utility revenue is from fees for services provided. Utility expenditures include direct
spending on personnel, operations, equipment and construction. Utility expenditures
also include interest on debt associated with municipal issues of utility debt. Utility debt,
primarily water and sewer debt, remains the major form of municipal debt and the major
reason for spending on interest on debt. Interest payments on municipal utility debt
accounted for close to 60 percent of all municipal interest payments in 2000-01, or
$34.0 million statewide. Interest payments on debt issued for water and sewer utilities
were nearly 90 percent of this amount.
Water and sewer utilities generate the most revenue statewide, followed by municipal
electric and gas utilities (Figure 22). In 2000-01, 173 cities had revenues totaling $324.8 
million from water or sewer utilities. Per capita median revenues were much lower at
$285.
Figure 22. Utility Revenue Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Far fewer cities have electric or gas utilities, or transit systems. Twenty-one cities in 
South Carolina operate municipal electric power systems, which brought in $226 million 
in 2000-01. Revenues from municipal electric power systems rose slowly over the
decade at an average rate of one percent per year, after adjusting for inflation. Per capita
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State of the Cities
electric revenues and expenditures in this group of cities are high because these power
systems sell in service areas extending beyond municipal boundaries.
Gas utility revenues rose rapidly through the early 1990s and then grew more slowly
from 1995-96 to 1999-2000. Then, these revenues took a huge jump in 2000-01, rising
to $85.4 million from $51.9 million the year before. This surge in gas utility revenues,
which occurred in utilities across the state, is likely due to the dramatic nationwide
increase in natural gas prices experienced at that time. The dollar levels for transit
significantly understate its presence in the state’s municipalities because most transit
systems are operated by transportation authorities, which are separate legal entities. Six 
cities reported transit revenues in 2000-01: Anderson, Blacksburg, Clemson, Columbia,
Olanta, and Spartanburg.
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State of the Cities
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYMENT TRENDS
South Carolina cities added 3,055 employees (full time equivalent, nonutility) between 
1990-91 and 2000-01. Employment growth was slower than municipal revenue and
spending growth at an average annual rate of 2.3 percent per year, but it was higher than
population growth. In 1990-91, municipal employment was 9.4 employees per 1,000 
residents. By 2000-01, this figure had grown to 10.6 employees per 1,000 residents.
Municipal Employment, 2000-01
Total employment: 15,219
Per 1,000 residents (SC average): 10.6
Per 1,000 residents (median city): 9.3
Cities with employees: 229
Employment by municipal utilities grew at a slower pace than other municipal
employment at 1.2 percent a year on average. Water and sewer utilities are the primary
employers with 80.8 percent of utility employment in 2000-01. The median city with one
or more utilities employed three persons per 1,000 residents in that year.
Municipal Utility Employment, 2000-01
Total employment: 2,520
Per 1,000 residents (SC average): 1.8
Per 1,000 residents (median city): 3.0
Cities with employees: 140
Public safety is the largest area of municipal employment at around 52 percent of the
total (Figure 23). Public safety is followed by administration and environment and
housing (mostly solid waste collection and disposal) in total employment share.
Municipal employment shares by function have remained quite stable since the mid-
1990s.
Municipal functions with large employment shares are highly dependent on personnel to
deliver public services. For example, public safety had about three-quarters of total
spending associated with personnel in 2000-01. Administration and environment and
housing each had close to half of spending in wages and salaries. Near the bottom of the
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State of the Cities
list are utilities, other spending, and interest on debt, all with spending shares on wages,
salaries and benefits of 20 percent or less (Table 15). Utilities use large amounts of
capital equipment; some also have high non-wage operating expenses associated with 
fuel purchases. Half of other spending and all of interest on debt is for financial
transactions, which are handled by employees in the administrative category.
Figure 23. Municipal Employment Shares by Function, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
Table 15. Wages, Salaries and Benefits as a Share of Total Spending, 2000-01
Rank in Wage & Wage & Salary Employees
Salary Share Share (per 1,000 residents)
Public safety 1 76.5% 5.47
Health and human servicesa 2 69.4% 0.01
Environment and housing 3 49.2% 1.34
Administration 4 43.1% 2.06
Recreation and culture 5 40.3% 0.86
Transportation 6 39.2% 0.78
Utilities 7 19.9% 1.75
Other spending 8 17.2% 0.03
Interest on debt 9 0.0% 0.00
Total (excluding utilities) -- 54.8% 10.57
Total (including utilities) -- 42.5% 12.31
aThis category only had 5 cities with employees in 2000-01.
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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State of the Cities
FINANCIAL ASSETS AND DEBT
Municipalities have some unusual cash flow challenges. Municipalities collect property
taxes and business licenses once a year—over 40 percent of annual revenue—but their
expenses are spread much more evenly throughout the year. Municipalities also build up
financial reserves to cover future planned spending and unplanned revenue shortfalls.
These funds are invested in a variety of financial vehicles to maximize investment gains
while providing the security and accessibility that elected officials and administrators
require to keep their cities operating smoothly. On the debt side, municipalities issue
general obligation and revenue debt to advance construction on large projects and allow
city residents to pay for major facilities over time.
FINANCIAL ASSETS
In South Carolina, municipalities have a wide variety of investment options ranging from
cash accounts to repurchase agreements to federal, state and local government bonds.
The State Investment Pool, which is managed by the Treasurer’s Office, enables cities to
earn higher returns on their funds by pooling them with funds from other cities around
the state. Money market funds are the newest investment vehicle available to cities in 
the state. Assets going to money market funds have been tracked since 1991-92.
Municipal financial assets were $553 million in 1990-91. They rose to $1,029 million by
2000-01, an average annual increase of 3.7 percent a year, after adjusting for inflation.
Assets increased somewhat faster than municipal expenditures, but not as fast as
revenues.
Municipal Financial Assets, 2000-01
Total assets: $1,029.1 million
Assets per capita (SC average): $714 per capita
Assets per capita (median city): $379 per capita
Cities with assets: 241
Municipal financial assets and municipal debt are very responsive to economic conditions
that affect the financial markets. At the beginning of the decade, the state and the nation 
were entering a short but steep recession, the stock market was gaining momentum,
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State of the Cities
and interest rates were beginning to decline. Nearly half of municipal investments were
held in federal, state, and local securities—mostly bonds and notes. The remainder
were in cash or time deposits or repurchase agreements (Figure 24).
Figure 24. Financial Assets Shares, Fiscal Years 1991 and 2001
At the end of the decade, the stock market had begun to stumble and interest rates
were near an all-time low. In response, the asset mix changed significantly starting in 
1999-2000, with much larger amounts being placed in both cash deposits and money
market funds (Figure 25). These investments were no longer earning much interest, but
they were safe. In 2000-01, securities still made up nearly half of city investments, but
they were followed closely by cash, time, and money market deposits. Repurchase
agreements dropped to only 7 percent of total investment assets.




























Cash, Time & MMF
Securities
Repurchase Agreements
Figure 25. Municipal Financial Assets, Fiscal Years 1991-2001
MUNICIPAL DEBT
Low prevailing interest rates toward the end of the decade made debt a very attractive
financing tool for cities around the state. According to the Office of State Treasurer’s
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State of the Cities
Local Government Debt Report, in 2000-01, 166 cities had outstanding long term debt on 
their books of nearly $1.4 billion. At the start of the decade, 149 cities reported only
$670 million in outstanding debt. Debt financing is an attractive and useful tool that
allows cities to spread the cost of large capital facilities over multiple years.
Cities issue two kinds of long term debt: general obligation and revenue. (Short term
borrowing is not addressed in this report.) General obligation, or G.O., debt is repaid
from general revenues such as taxes, licenses and fees. The state constitution limits
general obligation debt to 8 percent of the assessed property value in the municipality.
Principal and interest on revenue debt is repaid from a specific revenue stream, usually
from the facility the funds are used to build. Revenue debt is limited only by the amount
of projected revenue available to service the debt. South Carolina cities issue much
more revenue debt than general obligation debt.
Municipal G.O. Debt Outstanding, 2000-01
Total long term G.O. debt: $370.3 million
Debt per capita (SC average): $257 per capita
Debt per capita (median city): $104 per capita
Cities with G.O. debt: 130
Municipal Revenue Debt Outstanding, 2000-01
Total long term revenue debt: $1,012 million
Debt per capita (SC avg.): $703 per capita
Debt per capita (median city): $660 per capita
Cities with revenue debt: 115
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State of the Cities
COASTAL TOURISM AND MUNICIPAL FINANCES
The 10 cities6 that focus on coastal tourism have different fiscal profiles from the rest of
the state’s municipalities. On the revenue side, these communities have benefited
substantially from diversifying their local revenue sources, especially toward taxes that
capture the tourism dollar or offset some of the local costs of development. On the
spending side, these cities must provide services for large numbers of nonresidents.
These cities have done a good job capturing revenue from tourists. They accounted for
more than half of revenues received by all South Carolina municipalities from the local
accommodations tax, the local hospitality tax, and the statewide accommodations tax.
Recreation fees were an important source of revenue for Myrtle Beach and three other
coastal cities. These local taxes and fees have helped to relieve the burden on other
local revenue sources. Tourists also indirectly pay a significant amount of local property
taxes because rental and commercial properties are taxed more heavily than owner-
occupied properties.
Tourists generate revenues but also require services. The ten coastal cities accounted
for close to 20 percent of spending by all municipalities on recreation and culture in 
2000-01. Likewise, this group of mostly small cities accounted for 11.4 percent of
statewide spending on public safety even though it had only 5.9 percent of the state’s
population. The distribution of revenues and expenditures in these ten coastal cities is
similar to that in other cities, with the exception of higher revenue shares from local
accommodations and hospitality taxes and higher spending shares on administration and
recreation and culture (Tables 16 and 17).
The impact of nonresident tourists on revenues and expenditures is seen most clearly in 
per capita figures (Figure 26). Revenues and expenditures per capita were higher in the
ten coastal cities than in other cities over the entire decade. But per capita figures can
be misleading for these coastal cities because the population used is the permanent
resident population. In the summers the population can swell to many times that
6 
Edisto Beach, Folly Beach, Hilton Head Island, Isle of Palms, Kiawah Island, Myrtle Beach, North Myrtle Beach, Pawleys Island,
Sullivans Island, and Surfside Beach. Atlantic Beach and Seabrook Island were excluded due to missing data.
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State of the Cities
amount—especially in places like tiny Pawleys Island (pop. 137) and Edisto Beach (pop.
665).
Table 16. Revenues in Ten Coastal Cities Compared to Revenues in All Other Cities, 2000-01
Share of Total Revenue Per Capita Revenue
Revenues 10 Coastal All Other 10 Coastal All Other
Cities Cities Cities Cities
Property Tax 26.4% 25.6% $399 $168
Local Option Sales Tax 0.7% 5.8% 11 38
Local Accommodations Tax 3.9% 0.6% 59 4
Local Hospitality Tax 8.4% 1.0% 127 7
Licenses and Permits 24.2% 25.4% 364 167
Service Charges 15.6% 15.2% 235 100
Miscellaneous 5.4% 9.6% 82 63
Total Own-Source 84.7% 83.1% $1,278 $547
Total Intergovernmental 15.3% 16.9% $231 $111
Total 100.0% 100.0% $1,509 $658
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Table 17. Expenditures in Ten Coastal Cities Compared to
Expenditures in All Other Cities, 2000-01
Share of Total Spending Per Capita Spending
Expenditures 10 Coastal All Other 10 Coastal All Other
Cities Cities Cities Cities
Administration 28.6% 23.0% $388 $146
Public Safety 39.2% 40.7% 531 259
Environment and Housing 9.1% 12.3% 123 78
Recreation and Culture 15.5% 8.7% 210 55
All Other Spending 7.6% 15.4% 103 98
Total 100.0% 100.0% $1,355 $636
















Figure 26. Revenue and Expenditures Per Capita 2000-01, Coastal Cities vs. All Other Cities
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State of the Cities
CITIES IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES
The differences between cities in rural and urban counties are not simply a function of
city size. All of the state’s largest cities are located by definition in urban counties, but
there are medium-sized cities and small towns even in the most urban counties.
Furthermore, in urban counties there is usually a smaller part of the county that is
outside municipal boundaries (Charleston has the smallest non-municipal share) and
therefore less reliance on the county to provide municipal-type services.) The state’s
rural counties have lower per capita income and lower assessed property values as well.
For these reasons, it is worth asking whether the county setting makes a difference in 
the distribution and growth of cities’ revenues and expenditures.
Overall, cities located in rural counties spend less and generate less revenue per capita
than those in urban counties (Figure 27). In both per capita revenue and spending, the
gap between the two groups widened gradually over the decade. In 2000-01, cities in 
rural counties collected less than 10 percent of total municipal revenues but had just
















Figure 27. Revenues and Expenditures Per Capita 2000-01, Cities in Urban Counties vs. Cities in Rural
Counties
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State of the Cities
Probably the biggest boon to cities in rural counties over the decade has been the local
option sales tax (Table 18). The revenue from this tax, much of which goes to property
tax relief, has also contributed to a decline in property tax revenue in these counties.
Revenues from the property tax declined a little under one percent a year in rural cities
between 1990-91 and 2000-01, after adjusting for inflation. Over the same period, cities
in urban parts of the state saw an increase in inflation-adjusted property tax revenue of
close to 2 percent a year. The local option sales tax is not the only contributing factor,
however. Differences in growth of millage and/or the property tax base can also explain 
some of the difference.
Table 18. Municipal Revenues in Rural Counties
Compared to Urban Counties, 2000-01
Revenues Share of Total Revenue Per Capita Revenue
Urban Rural Urban Rural
Property Tax 26.0% 22.4% $189 $129
Local Option Sales Tax 4.5% 11.3% 33 65
Local Accommodations Tax 1.0% 0.7% 7 4
Local Hospitality Tax 2.1% 0.6% 15 4
Licenses and Permits 26.1% 17.6% 189 101
Service Charges 14.9% 18.7% 108 107
Miscellaneous 9.3% 7.3% 68 42
Total Own-Source 83.9% 78.6% $610 $452
Total Intergovernmental 16.1% 21.4% $117 $123
Total 100.0% 100.0% $727 $575
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
The most striking differences in spending by cities in rural areas compared to urban
areas are higher outlays per capita for public safety and environment and housing
(primarily solid waste collection and disposal), and less on recreation and culture and
administration, whether measured as a percent of total spending or per capita (Table
19). These cities spend a higher share of their public safety funds for law enforcement
compared to fire protection than is the case in more urban areas, perhaps a result of
either a larger role for special purpose districts (or the county) in fire protection or
more reliance on volunteers. Per capita spending on law enforcement is very similar, but
per capita municipal spending on fire protection is more than twice as much in urban
areas as in rural areas.
Table 19. Municipal Expenditures in Rural Counties Compared to Urban Counties, 2000-01
Share of Total Spending Per Capita Spending
Expenditures
Urban Rural Urban Rural
Administration 24.1%
Public Safety 40.2%
Environment and Housing 11.6%
Recreation and Culture 9.9%
All Other Spending 14.2%
Total 100.0%



















Strom Thurmond Institute 45 May 2007
      






     
                
               
          
             
              
              
               
            
      
 
             
            
             
           
             
            
       






   
 
       
       
      
      
       
      
        
 
            
          
           
         
            
   
State of the Cities
CITY SIZE AND CITY FINANCES
City size has a large impact on the types and quantities of services provided and the
types and quantities of revenues that can be raised to pay for those services. In general,
per capita revenues and expenditures rise as municipal population increases. Larger
cities have more diversified tax bases and higher per capita assessed property values,
and they can make better use of such nontax revenue sources as business licenses and
service charges. Many services are too costly for very small towns to provide for
themselves. They must reach a critical size before they can afford a 24-hour police force
or a recreation program. Often the county or neighboring cities will provide some of
these services to smaller cities.
Local officials looking for a benchmark against which to compare their city’s revenue and
expenditure structure and performance can compare themselves to cities of similar size.
South Carolina cities were sorted into six groups on the basis of population to develop 
financial profiles of similar-sized cities. Because of population growth over the decade,
the size limits for the six classes have been adjusted upward from those used in earlier
State of the Cities reports. Table 20 describes the current profile cities.
Table 20. South Carolina Profile Cities, 2000-01
Profile City Population Cities in Total 2001 % of State
Size Class Size Class Populationa Populationa 
Tinytown 1,000 or less 121 50,132 3.5%
Smallville 1,001 to 5,000 90 226,395 15.7%
Middletown 5,001to 10,000 23 166,617 11.6%
Grandville 10,001to 25,000 20 286,124 19.9%
Central City 25,001to 50,000 8 254,469 17.7%
Metropolis Over 50,000 6 456,746 31.7%
aEstimated municipal population from U.S. Census Bureau, 2006.
Most cities stayed in the same size class throughout the decade. Movement between 
size classes was caused by municipal consolidations (Batesburg with Leesville and
Pacolet with Pacolet Mills) and inclusion to the next size class with population growth.
Throughout the 1990s, four municipalities incorporated (Awendaw, James Island,
Reidville, and Rockville), and four dissolved (Chappells, City View, James Island, and
Mount Carmel).
Strom Thurmond Institute 46 May 2007
      
                                                       
          
              
             
          
         
        
         
         
        
       
       
       
       
        
       
       
       
         
          
        
       
        
         
         
        
       
         
           
        
       
        
         
         
        
       
         
 
           
           
           
          
               
 
              
            
State of the Cities
Average per capita revenues, expenditures and employment (per 1,000 residents) were
calculated for each city size class. These values establish a typical profile city in each size
class that can be used for comparison purposes (Tables 21, 22, and 23).
Table 21. South Carolina Profile Cities Revenue Per Capita, 2000-01
Revenue Source Tinytown Smallville Middletown Grandville Central City Metropolis
Property tax $77 $137 $168 $191 $172 $221
Local sales taxes 71 52 68 63 52 55
Licenses and permits 114 113 134 200 176 223
Service charges 108 86 121 126 73 122
Miscellaneousa 34 30 50 51 51 106
Own-source $404 $418 $541 $630 $524 $726
Federal 33 38 35 23 26 44
State-shareda 54 56 52 67 59 56
State grants 25 15 11 10 12 7
Interlocal 7 5 11 22 10 20
Intergovernmental $118 $113 $109 $122 $107 $127
Total $522 $531 $650 $752 $631 $854
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Table 22. South Carolina Profile Cities Expenditures Per Capita, 2000-01
Expenditures Tinytown Smallville Middletown Grandville Central City Metropolis
Administration $147 $120 $136 $168 $122 $208
Public safety 169 215 286 293 238 320
Envir. and housing 32 63 89 79 68 101
Rec. and culture 25 27 33 85 68 84
All other 45 63 103 73 135 114
Total $418 $488 $647 $698 $632 $827
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Table 23. South Carolina Profile Cities Employees Per 1,000 Residents, 2000-01
Expenditures Tinytown Smallville Middletown Grandville Central City Metropolis
Administration 5.28 2.31 2.20 1.75 1.63 1.97
Public safety 3.46 4.37 6.13 5.46 4.92 6.31
Envir. and housing 0.46 1.04 1.58 1.24 1.03 1.73
Rec. and culture 0.15 0.30 0.49 1.19 0.77 1.20
All other 0.55 0.71 1.50 0.71 0.80 0.75
Total 9.91 8.74 11.90 10.37 9.16 11.96
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Municipal finances in South Carolina followed some consistent trends over the decade
between 1990-91 and 2000-01, regardless of city size. All of the profile cities—from
Tinytown to Metropolis—had substantial declines in the share of total revenue from the
property tax. Middletown showed the largest decline, with 39.5 percent of total
revenues from the property tax in 1990-91 falling to only 25.8 percent a decade later.
Local sales taxes, licenses and permits, and service charges made up for declining shares
of property taxes. Local sales taxes ranged from 6.4 percent of total revenues in 
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State of the Cities
Metropolis to 13.5 percent in Tinytown. The local accommodations and local hospitality
tax were used by fewer cities statewide, but each made significant contributions to
selected cities in each size class. The share of local revenues from licenses and permits
combined with service charges increased over the decade in each profile city. As a result
of these revenue trends, all profile cities have increased their reliance on own-source
revenues over the decade.
On the spending side, public safety and administration were the two largest spending
categories in all profile cities. Public safety’s share of total spending increased from
1990-91 to 2000-01 in most profile cities as well.
TINYTOWN
Size Range, 2001: 1,000 or less
Revenue Per Capita, FY 2001: $522
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $316
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $418
Spending Per Capita (median city): $173
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 10.03
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 6.13
Tinytown, the smallest profile city, represents 121 cities with a combined population of
just over 50,000, or 3.5 percent of the state total. Per capita total revenues in Tinytown 
were the lowest of the six profile cities. These cities’ revenue needs are lower than
those of larger cities because very small towns offer primarily administration, public
safety, and very little else. Many very small cities have a small property tax base and few
other revenue options as well (Figure 28). In Tinytown, per capita revenues of $522
compared to a state average of $709 in 2000-01, and expenditures of $418 were also
well below the state average of $679.
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 28. Tinytown Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 2001
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State of the Cities
Local sales taxes, especially LOST, became a significant new revenue source in Tinytown 
over the decade and were 13.5 percent of total revenue in 2000-01, well above the state
average of 8.1 percent. Sixty-seven Tinytown cities received revenue from LOST in 
2000-01, with 18 of these cities receiving at least half of their own-source revenues
from this source. State-shared revenue—and especially the Local Government Fund—is
an important revenue source for Tinytown cities. Every municipality in the state receives
a distribution from the LGF, and in 83 Tinytown cities, all of their state revenue came
from this source. Tinytown revenue from the property tax decreased in share since
1990-91 from 25 percent to 15 percent of total revenue.
SMALLVILLE
Size Range, 2001: 1,001 to 5,000
Revenue Per Capita, FY 2001: $531
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $493
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $488
Spending Per Capita (median city): $432
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 8.84
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 7.51
Smallville represents 90 cities with a combined population of 226,395, or 15.7 percent
of the state population. Per capita revenues and expenditures in Smallville are above
those in Tinytown, but still well below the state average and those in the larger profile
cities. The distribution of revenues and expenditures in Smallville is closer to that in the
larger profile cities, however. This is true particularly for the property tax, which is a
larger share of total revenues than in Tinytown, and for administration, which is a
smaller share of total expenditures (Figure 29).
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 29. Smallville Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 2001
The three new local sales taxes contributed to a small increase in reliance on own-
source revenues over the decade. Cities in this size class are large enough to support
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State of the Cities
significant retail activity. Twenty-three Smallville cities got over 20 percent of their own-
source revenues from local sales taxes in 2000-01.
MIDDLETOWN
Size Range, 2001: 5,001 to 10,000
Revenue Per Capita, FY 2001: $650
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $599
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $647
Spending Per Capita (median city): $579
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 11.99
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 11.30
The Middletown size class consists of 23 cities with a combined population of 166,617 in 
2000-01, or 11.6 of the state population. Middletown finances are closer to state
averages in many respects than finances in Tinytown and Smallville. Because they are
larger in size and have more diverse economies, most Middletown cities use a variety of
revenue sources to support a number of municipal services (Figure 30). In Middletown,
per capita revenues of $650 in 2000-01 were approaching the state average of $709. Per
capita spending of $647 was even closer to the state average of $679.
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 30. Middletown Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 2001
Middletown had the largest drop in the share of revenue from property taxes, from
nearly 40 percent in 1990-91 to just below 26 percent in 2000-01. Revenue from other
local sources made up the difference. Seventeen Middletown cities had LOST revenue in 
2000-01. Nine cities also had local accommodations taxes and one city had a local
hospitality tax. All of the cities in the Middletown size class had revenues from licenses,
permits, and service charges that were significant sources of own-source revenue. In 
spending per capita and employment, Middletown looks more like Grandville, Central
City, and Metropolis than the two smaller profile cities in all spending and employment
categories except recreation and culture, which is much closer to the lower per capita
level in Smallville .
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State of the Cities
Cities this size and larger also used a larger variety of service charges than did cities in 
the smaller size classes. Grandville cities also had high interlocal revenues, with 16 cities
receiving revenue for services provided to other local governments. Contracts for fire
protection were close to half of the total (Figure 31).
Grandville had relatively high spending per capita on public safety and recreation and
culture, but these figures were pulled up by spending on nonresident tourists and
associated recreational facilities in Myrtle Beach and North Myrtle Beach.
GRANDVILLE
Size Range, 2001: 10,001 to 25,000
Revenue Per Capita, 2001: $752
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $510
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $698
Spending Per Capita (median city): $534
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 10.45
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 8.35
The Grandville size class consists of 20 cities with a combined population of 286,124 in 
2000-01, or 19.9 of the state population. Grandville had per capita revenues and
expenditures higher than the state averages (Figure 31).
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 31. Grandville Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 2001
As in the other profile cities, Grandville’s share of property tax in total revenues
dropped between 1990-91 and 2000-01. Only four Grandville cities had LOST, but many
cities in this size class made good use of the two other new local taxes. Nine cities used
local accommodations taxes and 12 used local hospitality taxes. Relatively high per capita
revenues from local sales taxes in Grandville were pulled up by local hospitality and
accommodations tax revenues from tourism-oriented Myrtle Beach (hospitality only)
and North Myrtle Beach (both).
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State of the Cities
Grandville had the highest share of revenue from licenses, permits, and service charges
combined at 43.3 percent of total revenue. Cities of this size and larger also derive a
larger share of their revenues from licenses and permits than do cities in the Tinytown,
Smallville, and Middletown size classes. Business licenses in particular brought in much
higher levels of revenue per capita than in the smaller profile cities. Besides Myrtle
Beach and North Myrtle Beach, many of the cities in the Grandville size class are
regional commercial centers, including Easley, Greenwood, Newberry, and Orangeburg.
CENTRAL CITY
Size Range, 2001: 25,001 to 50,000
Revenue Per Capita, FY 2001: $631
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $741
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $632
Spending Per Capita (median city): $620
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 9.20
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 9.47
Central City is comprised of eight moderately large cities with a combined population of
254,469, or 17.7 percent of the state population. Central City has slightly higher shares
of revenue from the property tax and licenses and permits than do the smaller profile
cities. Most of these cities have adopted one or more local sales tax.
On a per capita basis, total revenues and spending in Central City are lower than those
in the other larger profile cities. Central City does not use service charges for revenue
as intensively as any of the profile cities. It also has the lowest spending and employment
per capita on administration. Only Smallville has a lower figure for total employees per
1,000 residents (8.84) than Central City (9.20) (Figure 32).
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 32. Central City Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 2001
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State of the Cities
METROPOLIS
Size Range, 2001: Above 50,000
Revenue Per Capita, FY 2001: $854
Revenue Per Capita (median city): $733
Spending Per Capita, FY 2001: $827
Spending Per Capita (median city): $747
Employees Per 1,000 Residents: 11.96
Employees Per 1,000 (median city): 11.76
The largest size class, for cities over 50,000, consists of just six cities: Columbia,
Charleston, North Charleston, Greenville, Rock Hill, and Mt. Pleasant. This group of
cities had the largest share of the state’s population (31.7 percent) with 456,746 
residents. Compared to the other profile cities, Metropolis was the least dependent on 
state and federal aid with 86 percent of total revenues coming from local sources.
Per capita revenues and expenditures in Metropolis were the highest of any profile city
and well above the state averages. The cities in this size class use a wide variety of
revenue sources (Figure 33). They are centers of commercial and government activity
and provide services to large numbers of nonresidents who come to them for business,
work, shopping, and recreation. For example, spending on environment and housing
was more diversified in Metropolis than it was in the smaller profile cities, where it is
heavily concentrated in solid waste collection and disposal. In Metropolis, solid waste
collection and disposal was only 60 percent of spending in this area, followed by housing
and community development (18 percent), and drainage (15 percent). Employment per
1,000 residents of 11.96 employees in 2000-01 is down from a high of 12.68 employees
in 1998-99.
Revenues Expenditures
Figure 33. Metropolis Revenue and Expenditure Shares, Fiscal Year 20
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APPENDIX A
SOUTH CAROLINA NONREPORTING MUNICIPALITIES
WITH ESTIMATED FINANCES, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
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State of the Cities
SOUTH CAROLINA NONREPORTING MUNICIPALITIES WITH ESTIMATED FINANCES, SELECTED YEARS



























































































Goose Creek X X X
Govan X X X X X
Greeleyville X X
Greer X X
Hickory Grove X X





Lake City X X
Landrum X X X X








Strom Thurmond Institute 55 May 2007
      
 
                                                  
        
        
        
         
        
        
        
        
        
        
         
         
        
        
         
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
         
         
        
        
        
        
         
        
        
        
        
        
        
         
         
         
        
        
        






State of the Cities
SOUTH CAROLINA NONREPORTING MUNICIPALITIES WITH ESTIMATED FINANCES, CONTINUED
Place 1990-91 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Monetta X
New Ellenton X X
Nichols X X
Norris X
Norway X X X
Olanta X X X X X X
Pageland X
















St. Matthews X X
St. Stephen X X







Ulmer X X X
Vance X X X X X
Wagener X X





Windsor X X X X X X
Woodruff X
Yemassee X
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APPENDIX B
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY,
2000-2001 
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SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001
Total
Est. Total Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Local Sales Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Taxes Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Abbeville 5,831 $507 $147 $55 $102 $81 $41 $11 $59 $9 $1 $1,182 $1,689
Aiken 25,399 908 270 54 226 154 104 17 49 29 4 391 1,299
Allendale E$ 4,016 361 21 43 49 95 36 0 58 0 60 136 497
Anderson 25,741 862 258 0 208 66 166 85 60 19 0 222 1,084
Andrews 3,050 517 202 3 60 137 54 0 50 0 12 636 1,153
Arcadia Lakes 851 87 0 0 58 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 87
Atlantic Beach E$ 351 2,068 485 56 1,285 125 70 0 41 0 5 0 2,068
Awendaw 1,189 185 0 35 64 0 28 42 13 3 0 0 185
Aynor 582 1,208 216 6 181 519 166 0 40 80 0 0 1,208
Bamberg 3,661 339 72 52 48 87 5 5 54 6 11 0 339
Barnwell 4,917 577 192 77 93 53 34 60 51 7 9 236 813
Batesburg-Leesville 5,534 507 508 201 6 125 49 42 21 55 1 7 375
Beaufort 11,984 882 45 92 323 211 43 22 58 62 25 0 882
Belton 4,504 447 176 0 113 70 27 12 49 0 0 346 793
Bennettsville E$ 9,350 357 52 61 51 56 82 0 48 0 7 1,255 1,612
Bethune 353 422 0 166 149 18 51 0 37 0 0 129 551
Bishopville 3,708 497 174 75 99 60 30 0 59 0 0 362 859
Blacksburg 1,892 652 341 0 99 56 18 36 102 0 0 1,626 2,278
Blackville 2,966 364 73 51 70 103 8 0 38 8 13 177 541
Blenheim 136 259 29 65 99 0 17 0 49 0 0 0 259
Bluffton 1,538 529 111 0 165 110 48 63 18 14 0 0 529
Blythewood 488 980 53 143 603 0 77 6 97 0 0 0 980
Bonneau E$ 352 384 17 71 107 157 0 0 32 0 0 0 384
Bowman 1,209 267 57 0 81 69 10 0 34 16 0 152 420
Branchville 1,078 447 87 0 68 29 23 0 37 203 0 192 639
Briarcliffe Acres 471 792 599 28 40 31 46 0 49 0 0 0 792
Brunson 582 434 77 54 92 71 91 0 49 0 0 171 604
Burnettown E$ 2,755 81 0 0 31 27 0 0 23 0 0 0 81
Calhoun Falls 2,305 357 200 49 62 0 0 0 47 0 0 288 646
Camden 6,679 826 24 161 161 193 111 92 55 19 9 2,469 3,294
Cameron 444 583 176 11 112 50 32 151 52 0 0 0 583
Campobello 452 675 134 0 166 75 24 53 42 13 166 0 675
Carlisle 492 335 130 0 19 118 0 20 46 2 0 130 466
Cayce 12,133 470 115 7 175 84 28 0 47 10 3 555 1,025





          
 
 































                                   
                                                      
                                             
                                         
                                       
                                           
                                           
                                         
                                       
                                           
                                             
                                           
                                       
                                           
                                                   
                                                 
                                                   
                                               
                                               
                                                  
                                       
                                             
                                           
                                                       
                                            
                                         
                                       
                                                       
                                             
                                          
                                       
                                           
                                               
                                             

































Central 3,631 $471 $72 $49 $102 $184 $14 $11 $26 $13 $2 $271 $743
Central Pacolet 270 105 0 0 49 0 26 0 30 0 0 0 105
Chapin 637 947 113 0 514 128 67 0 21 105 0 1,587 2,533
Charleston 98,745 1,102 343 92 281 139 102 68 70 7 0 34 1,136
Cheraw 5,454 1,116 411 109 204 118 28 115 70 40 19 442 1,557
Chesnee 1,009 1,272 141 0 316 203 13 546 51 3 0 147 1,419
Chester 6,426 748 202 87 86 267 22 13 64 7 0 0 748
Chesterfield 1,354 831 152 97 198 189 38 0 99 16 42 343 1,174
Clemson 11,815 739 192 91 109 66 104 93 53 29 2 283 1,022
Clinton 9,110 397 77 59 58 110 22 29 42 0 0 1,408 1,805
Clio E$ 770 551 85 55 57 287 19 0 48 0 0 210 760
Clover 3,921 574 218 0 102 96 5 89 46 17 0 347 921
116,58 
Columbia 6 729 39 16 183 145 189 43 55 1 57 599 1,328
Conway E$ 12,420 628 154 30 192 160 43 0 42 0 8 420 1,049
Cope 106 97 21 0 40 0 1 0 34 0 0 0 97
Cordova 151 262 10 0 6 0 219 0 28 0 0 4 266
Cottageville E$ 711 496 0 109 23 339 0 0 25 0 0 0 496
Coward 652 238 0 91 57 54 11 0 24 0 0 162 399
Cowpens 2,292 479 205 0 100 43 11 77 44 0 0 0 479
Cross Hill E$ 601 83 9 44 1 6 0 0 24 0 0 0 83
Darlington 6,666 603 123 97 158 130 21 10 51 12 2 205 808
Denmark E$ 3,260 378 87 55 59 112 9 0 56 0 0 161 539
Dillon 6,413 589 121 119 130 146 9 6 58 0 0 441 1,030
Donalds 352 79 0 45 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 79
Due West 1,293 246 34 46 44 15 74 0 31 3 0 712 958
Duncan 2,915 529 193 18 105 103 9 54 44 2 0 106 634
Easley 18,157 516 86 92 177 38 46 2 40 5 29 1,401 1,917
Eastover 818 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 46
Edgefield 4,525 238 47 52 63 2 25 6 43 0 0 0 238
Edisto Beach 665 2,730 536 512 551 392 325 0 303 13 98 970 3,700
Ehrhardt 600 448 92 50 76 85 21 13 51 36 25 155 603
Elgin 822 481 0 138 208 53 42 7 24 0 9 0 481
Elko 212 145 20 55 19 0 15 0 36 0 0 142 287




                 
          
 
 
































                                     
                                             
                                             
                                       
                                          
                                              
                                              
                                          
                                            
                                               
                                           
                                                   
                                           
                                                 
                                                   
                                            
                                                     
                                          
                                          
                                             
                                         
                                           
                                           
                                             
                                       
                                             
                                           
                                         
                                            
                                       
                                              
                                                 
                                               
                                                 
                 
E$ Estimated finances due to non-reporting. Note: Detail may not total due to rounding.
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Estill 2,413 $556 $151 $60 $63 $76 $0 $145 $53 $8 $0 $467 $1,024
Eutawville 342 331 96 0 56 105 2 33 39 0 0 160 491
Fairfax E$ 3,080 347 49 37 153 53 16 0 39 0 0 277 624
Florence 30,380 775 79 135 225 102 138 27 51 17 1 521 1,295
Folly Beach 2,191 1,132 457 125 206 72 109 23 125 15 0 535 1,667
Forest Acres 10,387 324 79 0 160 39 12 3 30 2 0 0 324
Fort Lawn E$ 864 315 44 64 57 107 15 0 28 0 0 113 427
Fort Mill 7,553 595 222 0 168 73 36 37 32 11 16 347 942
Fountain Inn 6,149 457 162 9 61 142 29 25 29 0 0 1,257 1,715
Furman 285 1,241 0 52 29 0 4 1,126 31 0 0 37 1,278
Gaffney 12,958 551 198 7 132 27 57 28 58 0 44 0 551
Gaston E$ 1,355 141 0 0 106 8 6 0 22 0 0 0 141
Georgetown 8,899 1,052 300 69 201 226 153 32 71 0 0 1,758 2,811
Gifford E$ 370 103 8 48 0 0 0 0 47 0 0 127 230
Gilbert 513 175 8 0 140 0 6 0 20 0 0 0 175
Goose Creek E$ 30,449 217 28 56 54 43 2 0 26 0 7 53 269
Govan E$ 66 98 0 49 0 0 7 0 42 0 0 0 98
Gray Court 1,016 781 68 51 90 46 8 468 33 16 0 84 865
Great Falls 2,174 673 65 74 59 114 8 301 49 0 2 113 786
Greeleyville 445 1,907 3 100 225 366 0 0 34 1,180 0 164 2,072
Greenville 56,480 1,272 434 21 389 116 173 45 70 22 0 50 1,322
Greenwood 22,192 433 171 0 92 57 20 11 51 2 28 0 433
Greer E$ 18,245 438 168 5 131 87 9 0 34 0 3 2,275 2,712
Hampton 2,820 483 74 88 130 94 44 0 52 0 0 336 819
Hanahan 12,823 360 57 61 92 39 49 2 38 4 17 6 366
Hardeeville 1,819 994 288 313 128 139 13 0 113 0 0 580 1,574
Harleyville 686 633 123 0 127 61 16 241 43 22 0 311 944
Hartsville 7,528 840 187 112 201 158 54 63 63 2 0 276 1,116
Heath Springs 858 318 0 108 79 60 32 0 31 4 4 178 496
Hemingway 560 1,427 242 181 310 300 88 66 108 118 14 1,044 2,471
Hickory Grove 341 270 72 0 36 0 17 0 30 85 29 138 408
Hilda E$ 436 129 24 49 25 0 0 0 32 0 0 71 201
Hilton Head Is. 33,992 749 245 89 201 64 14 0 134 2 0 0 749
Hodges 165 271 116 0 84 0 36 0 30 0 5 0 271




          
 
 
































                                       
                                               
                                              
                                           
                                             
                                           
                                               
                                             
                                           
                                           
                                             
                                           
                                           
                                         
                                                
                                         
                                                   
                                              
                                            
                                             
                                         
                                             
                                                 
                                           
                                         
                                             
                                         
                                             
                                                  
                                                 
                                                 
                                                 
                                         
                                               
                 
 
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Holly Hill 1,411 $708 $141 $0 $159 $270 $24 $56 $45 $2 $11 $340 $1,048
Hollywood 4,157 192 0 63 69 0 2 36 23 0 0 80 272
Honea Path 3,546 377 165 1 90 55 13 0 53 0 0 235 612
Inman 1,891 575 127 0 185 43 3 172 37 8 0 318 894
Irmo 11,079 290 48 0 100 69 19 2 30 21 0 0 290
Isle Of Palms 4,526 1,363 381 215 297 188 63 13 197 1 7 0 1,363
Iva E$ 1,167 374 200 0 57 58 10 0 50 0 0 207 581
Jackson 1,626 600 148 0 73 188 12 0 41 138 0 248 848
Jamestown 97 7,012 0 102 90 605 33 6,154 28 0 0 330 7,341
Jefferson 703 594 103 87 93 156 37 0 102 15 0 661 1,255
Johnsonville E$ 1,413 481 98 116 114 100 15 0 38 0 0 851 1,332
Johnston 2,357 552 108 75 89 3 122 0 57 85 12 0 552
Jonesville 968 393 107 0 52 114 22 5 57 0 36 426 820
Kershaw 1,630 829 196 134 130 152 16 15 63 124 0 583 1,413
Kiawah Island 1,142 2,806 0 649 864 292 308 0 682 0 10 0 2,806
Kingstree 3,543 780 146 111 163 157 35 79 63 27 0 430 1,210
Kline 237 140 0 58 13 0 30 0 38 0 0 0 140
Lake City E$ 6,493 547 112 131 111 108 21 0 63 0 0 260 807
Lake View 796 919 221 92 122 368 25 0 60 31 0 204 1,123
Lamar 1,013 451 44 85 108 70 86 0 58 0 0 193 644
Lancaster 8,277 1,022 349 151 212 151 42 31 69 16 0 449 1,471
Landrum E$ 2,482 370 137 0 102 82 4 0 44 0 2 389 758
Lane 578 155 0 83 21 23 0 0 28 0 0 70 225
Latta 1,414 750 139 100 122 305 0 21 62 0 0 333 1,083
Laurens 9,839 538 177 64 138 39 18 28 52 17 5 0 538
Lexington 11,016 478 110 0 204 40 78 17 29 0 0 545 1,024
Liberty 3,004 691 77 70 180 50 113 126 48 0 27 392 1,083
Lincolnville E$ 910 275 99 62 39 26 15 0 34 0 0 111 386
Little Mountain 255 620 48 0 54 0 59 0 32 427 0 0 620
Livingston 148 142 39 0 60 0 9 0 34 0 0 0 142
Lockhart E$ 532 181 0 0 1 91 85 0 4 0 0 297 479
Lodge 114 333 0 177 84 0 37 0 35 0 0 65 398
Loris 2,070 909 351 0 225 148 37 33 60 2 53 427 1,336
Lowndesville 168 274 35 46 11 21 0 0 31 0 131 0 274




          
 
 
































               
                                                 
                                               
                                               
                                         
                                         
                                         
                                             
                                             
                                             
                                               
                                                 
                                           
                                                 
                                            
                                               
                                                  
                                          
                                       
                                        
                                               
                                                
                                         
                                           
                                                
                                               
                                           
                                        
                                          
                                    
                                             
                                           
                                           
                                       
                 
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Lowrys 206 $186 $0 $67 $0 $0 $90 $0 $29 $0 $0 $0 $186
Luray 115 175 35 51 60 0 0 0 30 0 0 16 191
Lyman E$ 2,708 345 80 0 108 100 26 0 31 0 0 901 1,245
Lynchburg E$ 586 576 94 60 53 325 0 0 44 0 0 209 785
Manning 4,009 730 166 123 154 106 37 54 66 23 0 286 1,015
Marion 7,007 951 227 78 128 155 48 218 57 40 0 345 1,296
Mauldin 16,137 540 179 4 211 29 6 23 29 4 54 0 540
Mayesville E$ 1,053 153 0 40 33 52 3 0 24 0 0 62 214
McBee E$ 715 553 99 84 72 248 12 0 38 0 0 224 777
McClellanville 458 578 285 66 177 0 11 0 35 4 0 0 578
McColl E$ 2,486 269 65 51 42 64 0 0 47 0 0 156 424
McConnells 253 157 22 0 74 0 22 0 28 10 0 0 157
McCormick 2,651 403 87 67 59 22 17 0 51 96 5 0 403
Meggett E$ 1,329 135 0 48 61 0 7 0 19 0 0 1 135
Moncks Corner 6,114 520 81 92 162 81 21 38 44 0 0 262 781
Monetta 220 268 82 37 69 0 38 0 41 0 0 882 1,149
Mount Croghan 154 267 0 72 40 2 127 0 26 0 0 0 267
Mount Pleasant 51,184 626 170 77 196 96 20 16 41 1 8 0 626
Mullins 4,954 837 230 90 110 193 40 69 64 40 1 247 1,084
Myrtle Beach 24,389 2,306 614 265 600 346 119 46 278 9 30 864 3,170
Neeses 412 174 36 0 79 18 0 0 31 10 0 0 174
New Ellenton E$ 2,255 319 89 0 63 116 6 0 45 0 0 59 378
Newberry 10,525 504 116 27 97 96 82 16 49 21 0 1,677 2,181
Nichols E$ 401 1,052 217 88 209 409 46 0 66 0 16 258 1,310
Ninety Six 1,928 382 139 0 90 57 38 0 57 2 0 0 382
Norris E$ 852 204 4 66 57 29 4 0 43 0 0 0 204
North 809 325 56 0 148 53 1 0 44 22 0 242 567
North Augusta 17,789 713 227 35 115 197 71 14 40 1 12 320 1,033
No. Charleston 80,737 737 215 109 187 84 7 45 52 9 28 0 737
No. Myrtle Beach 11,547 11,547 11,547 2,280 540 352 384 574 175 5 179 50 21
Norway 378 794 86 0 98 513 0 57 37 2 0 36 830
Olanta E$ 611 508 79 122 93 164 4 0 45 0 2 241 750
Olar 232 432 59 61 100 61 14 0 73 0 64 107 539
Orangeburg 12,904 884 162 58 203 205 29 165 49 12 2 5,604 6,488





          
 
 
































               
                                         
                                         
                                                 
                                             
                                                  
                                                   
                                                       
                                               
                                               
                                           
                                               
                                           
                                                    
                                           
                                                    
                                                   
                                            
                                             
                                                 
                                                   
                                                 
                                                   
                                                 
                                              
                                           
                                             
                                               
                                            
                                                   
                                                   
                                                   
                                           
                                           
                 
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Pacolet 2,759 $329 $67 $0 $58 $23 $64 $65 $37 $11 $5 $51 $380
Pageland 2,511 713 217 97 73 159 30 52 65 20 0 391 1,104
Pamplico 1,125 709 69 122 112 154 6 170 49 26 0 286 994
Parksville 121 202 0 75 21 0 26 0 54 0 25 0 202
Patrick 353 409 11 83 67 91 29 0 126 0 0 154 562
Pawleys Island 137 3,812 0 1,898 333 278 233 0 1,070 0 0 0 3,812
Paxville E$ 248 138 0 89 20 0 2 0 26 0 0 0 138
Peak 61 63 0 0 27 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 63
Pelion 570 337 19 0 112 39 146 0 20 0 0 469 806
Pelzer 98 1,161 26 0 419 429 263 0 24 0 0 2,327 3,488
Pendleton 2,999 437 199 0 116 38 13 2 47 21 0 339 776
Perry 240 266 22 0 30 40 55 0 119 0 0 269 535
Pickens 3,021 652 69 91 102 137 157 54 42 0 0 612 1,264
Pine Ridge E$ 1,615 123 0 0 55 35 3 0 29 0 0 0 123
Pinewood 508 272 0 67 74 6 1 18 32 74 0 265 537
Plum Branch 98 157 0 66 25 0 28 0 39 0 0 0 157
Pomaria 177 218 7 0 130 0 39 0 42 0 0 0 218
Port Royal 8,787 231 94 0 66 40 2 9 18 1 0 213 444
Prosperity E$ 1,065 401 88 2 71 118 82 0 40 0 0 984 1,385
Quinby 837 223 0 110 72 10 0 0 31 0 0 0 223
Ravenel 2,327 181 0 76 53 0 0 27 26 0 0 0 181
Reevesville 207 200 0 0 112 12 30 0 29 17 0 0 200
Reidville 486 87 16 0 47 0 4 0 20 0 0 0 87
Richburg 332 192 0 110 17 1 30 0 34 0 0 0 192
Ridge Spring E$ 817 332 62 66 68 72 4 0 60 0 0 436 768
Ridgeland 2,608 580 71 203 110 132 2 0 54 9 0 303 883
Ridgeville E$ 1,740 143 27 0 27 27 32 0 30 0 0 88 231
Ridgeway 337 594 148 0 285 53 57 0 51 0 0 676 1,270
Rock Hill 53,014 620 225 0 108 131 88 26 40 3 0 1,233 1,853
Rockville 135 195 0 83 70 0 15 0 27 0 0 0 195
Rowesville 375 100 23 0 22 0 27 0 28 0 0 0 100
Ruby 346 178 0 71 72 0 9 0 27 0 0 0 178
Salem 127 1,914 131 0 721 325 50 0 46 417 224 1,959 3,874
Salley 409 867 47 0 81 93 115 394 115 0 23 92 959





          
 
 
































               
                                         
                                                 
                                               
                                                  
                                               
                                             
                                             
                                                     
                                         
                                                
                                               
                                                       
                                                 
                                              
                                                    
                                       
                                             
                                           
                                          
                                                
                                              
                                                     
                                                 
                                            
                                             
                                           
                                                   
                                       
                                            
                                               
                                                   
                                                 
                                              
                 
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Saluda 3,044 $491 $101 $69 $89 $43 $121 $4 $50 $15 $0 $0 $491
Santee 736 1,922 0 741 348 255 37 126 327 89 0 919 2,841
Scotia 228 132 0 48 15 0 41 0 28 0 0 19 151
Scranton 975 353 0 93 73 91 39 0 25 32 0 0 353
Seabrook Island 1,228 575 0 106 318 4 30 0 117 0 0 0 575
Sellers E$ 274 212 11 71 1 85 0 0 43 0 1 0 212
Seneca 7,735 591 120 0 156 124 102 0 43 46 0 2,031 2,621
Sharon 422 282 47 0 83 24 38 0 31 59 0 103 386
Silverstreet 217 25 0 0 2 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 25
Simpsonville 14,457 454 122 26 117 21 15 0 33 4 114 12 466
Six Mile 554 446 14 64 136 169 29 0 34 0 0 0 446
Smoaks 140 475 0 130 140 164 12 0 29 0 0 84 559
Smyrna E$ 58 61 0 0 0 33 0 0 27 0 0 0 61
Snelling 247 416 127 38 227 0 2 0 23 0 0 0 416
Society Hill 704 517 28 84 35 273 41 0 41 15 0 0 517
South Congaree 2,302 120 0 0 53 0 9 30 28 0 0 0 120
Spartanburg 39,497 734 274 0 233 67 8 54 60 17 21 38 772
Springdale 2,874 344 48 9 119 95 13 4 56 0 0 0 344
Springfield 502 339 92 6 74 82 5 38 42 0 0 274 613
St. George 2,089 639 204 39 50 67 1 194 77 7 0 340 979
St. Matthews E$ 2,092 400 158 0 82 88 15 0 57 0 0 228 628
St. Stephen E$ 1,770 369 106 66 46 106 2 0 43 0 0 192 561
Starr E$ 177 184 0 0 0 95 62 0 27 0 0 0 184
Stuckey 260 229 0 130 47 0 17 0 35 0 0 73 302
Sullivan's Island 1,888 1,132 540 71 318 33 113 0 50 7 0 471 1,604
Summerton E$ 1,059 535 107 97 125 126 11 0 69 0 0 336 871
Summerville 29,035 456 170 10 133 73 16 5 38 10 0 0 456
Summit E$ 225 74 11 0 29 0 5 0 30 0 0 0 74
Sumter 39,976 438 72 71 131 38 16 20 46 7 37 274 712
Surfside Beach 4,446 852 50 107 288 225 47 11 122 2 0 0 852
Swansea 665 451 177 0 134 72 25 0 44 0 0 523 975
Sycamore 182 129 29 50 8 0 0 0 42 0 0 0 129
Tatum E$ 68 341 127 59 118 0 9 0 28 0 0 0 341
Tega Cay 4,099 536 384 0 61 23 23 0 33 11 0 0 536




          
 
 
































               
                                              
                                           
                                                 
                                           
                                                   
                                       
                                                     
                                             
                                           
                                           
                                           
                                                 
                                          
                                                   
                                           
                                            
                                                  
                                                
                                         
                                             
                                                 
                                               
                                       
                                                   
                                           
                                                 
                                             
                                           
                                       
                 
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUES PER CAPITA, BY CITY, 2000-2001, CONTINUED
Total
Est. Total Local Licenses Misc. State-
Prop. Service State Utility Revenue
Municipality Pop. General Sales & Own- Federal Shared Interlocal
Tax Charges Grants Revenue (Gen. &
7/1/2001 Revenue Taxes Permits Source Revenue
Utility)
Timmonsville 2,312 $764 $11 $109 $92 $86 $11 $383 $43 $1 $29 $242 $1,006
Travelers Rest E$ 4,081 623 335 7 177 32 31 0 42 0 0 24 647
Trenton 233 997 434 84 201 5 103 0 53 5 113 0 997
Troy 106 140 18 0 79 0 0 0 39 0 4 0 140
Turbeville 724 714 161 101 32 345 16 0 38 22 0 574 1,288
Ulmer E$ 100 237 0 37 0 165 0 0 34 0 0 516 752
Union 8,649 661 78 5 111 101 116 19 53 28 150 3,616 4,277
Vance 207 103 20 0 47 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 103
Varnville E$ 2,063 321 65 55 41 77 43 0 40 0 0 220 542
Wagener 864 569 91 0 83 138 37 100 91 29 0 215 784
Walhalla 3,812 495 97 0 138 133 36 19 43 29 0 418 913
Walterboro 5,145 827 173 170 209 114 88 13 61 0 0 431 1,258
Ward 109 161 0 77 4 0 29 0 51 0 0 21 182
Ware Shoals 2,383 555 142 11 78 36 22 8 48 210 0 703 1,257
Waterloo 204 149 0 54 71 0 3 0 20 0 0 0 149
Wellford 2,249 340 37 0 81 87 10 70 33 21 0 18 358
West Columbia 13,167 357 70 0 162 51 19 14 37 0 4 608 965
West Pelzer E$ 888 319 127 0 116 29 0 0 47 0 0 265 584
West Union E$ 298 723 158 0 201 2 326 0 37 0 0 333 1,057
Westminster 2,753 520 145 1 116 145 40 8 47 16 0 1,614 2,133
Whitmire 1,510 672 217 0 177 81 36 105 56 0 0 580 1,252
Williams 117 265 0 175 37 0 11 0 42 0 0 73 338
Williamston E$ 3,819 545 275 0 131 76 10 0 53 0 0 370 914
Williston 3,293 651 96 56 62 84 3 177 42 110 20 253 904
Windsor E$ 128 64 0 0 31 5 1 0 27 0 0 0 64
Winnsboro 3,616 318 64 0 138 28 23 0 39 13 12 3,982 4,299
Woodford 195 67 21 0 14 0 3 0 29 0 0 1 68
Woodruff E$ 4,222 377 178 0 91 38 5 0 49 0 16 73 450
Yemassee 815 632 106 56 95 290 28 0 49 0 9 303 934
York 6,979 680 281 3 129 165 14 34 43 6 5 341 1,020
E$ Estimated finances due to non-reporting. Note: Detail may not total due to rounding.
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State of the Cities
APPENDIX C
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA AND 
EM PLOYMENT PER 1,000 RESIDENTS, BY CITY, 2000-2001 
Strom Thurmond Institute 66 May 2007
 
 
           
 
 












































                
                
                
                
                
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
               
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                













































Abbeville 5,831 $560 $121 $193 $73 $0 $48 $63 $4 $60 $1,232 $1,793 8.9 14.9
Aiken 25,399 1,167 114 251 152 0 111 329 5 204 236 1,403 9.6 11.9
Allendale E$ 4,016 343 98 115 29 2 96 3 0 0 143 486 6.4 8.0
Anderson 25,741 867 300 309 54 0 146 48 9 0 139 1,006 13.9 15.2
Andrews 3,050 468 54 356 0 0 59 0 0 0 636 1,104 8.5 14.4
Arcadia Lakes 851 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1.2 1.2
Atlantic Beach E$ 351 4,380 1,544 1,766 640 0 112 275 0 43 0 4,380 109.2 109.2
Awendaw 1,189 62 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 5.0 5.0
Aynor 582 875 78 401 256 0 0 4 0 135 0 875 20.6 20.6
Bamberg 3,661 374 72 188 0 0 99 8 0 7 0 374 9.3 9.3
Barnwell 4,917 397 85 174 49 0 71 18 0 0 165 563 5.3 7.9
Batesburg-Leesville 5,534 456 456 89 259 105 0 0 0 3 0 522 978 7.6
Beaufort 11,984 309 134 97 37 0 19 6 15 0 0 309 12.5 12.5
Belton 4,504 490 53 187 0 0 86 32 0 133 367 857 13.1 15.3
Bennettsville E$ 9,350 487 58 204 20 0 101 31 0 74 1,050 1,537 9.8 12.6
Bethune 353 362 200 115 29 0 18 0 0 0 103 464 11.3 11.3
Bishopville 3,708 700 100 237 0 0 155 0 0 208 290 990 12.9 16.2
Blacksburg 1,892 569 140 319 105 2 0 3 0 0 1,515 2,084 11.6 15.9
Blackville 2,966 321 93 153 21 0 30 23 0 0 165 486 5.1 7.1
Blenheim 136 126 54 18 53 1 0 0 0 0 0 126 0.0 0.0
Bluffton 1,538 572 302 207 37 0 26 0 0 0 0 572 11.1 11.1
Blythewood 488 619 433 0 43 0 17 0 0 126 67 686 8.2 8.2
Bonneau E$ 352 27 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 2.8 2.8
Bowman 1,209 254 94 115 0 0 45 0 0 0 127 381 5.8 9.9
Branchville 1,078 609 438 146 0 0 26 0 0 0 242 852 6.5 10.2
Briarcliffe Acres 471 577 149 283 53 7 85 0 0 0 0 577 2.1 2.1
Brunson 582 405 191 61 89 0 63 0 0 0 169 574 6.9 8.6
Burnettown E$ 2,755 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Calhoun Falls 2,305 611 57 266 250 0 0 20 1 18 235 846 9.1 12.6
Camden 6,679 1,058 277 410 88 0 127 60 0 95 1,922 2,980 19.0 24.9
Cameron 444 435 112 216 98 0 0 0 9 0 0 435 13.5 13.5
Campobello 452 603 163 403 13 0 13 0 11 0 0 603 6.6 6.6
Carlisle 492 170 77 50 0 0 42 0 0 0 78 247 24.4 28.5
Cayce 12,133 406 151 188 6 0 39 19 3 0 505 911 8.1 11.2





               
 
 












































                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                    













































Central 3,631 $564 $168 $128 $118 $0 $0 $135 $15 $0 $290 $854 5.5 7.7
Central Pacolet 270 71 11 0 7 0 53 0 0 0 0 71 0.0 0.0
Chapin 637 705 348 357 0 0 0 0 0 0 981 1,686 14.1 15.7
Charleston 98,745 781 110 356 56 14 78 69 14 85 0 781 13.9 13.9
Cheraw 5,454 932 74 303 6 0 172 98 0 280 252 1,184 15.8 19.8
Chesnee 1,009 1,292 460 213 36 0 0 0 13 571 261 1,553 0.0 0.0
Chester 6,426 435 34 289 19 1 82 1 10 0 0 435 12.0 12.0
Chesterfield 1,354 651 125 144 112 1 123 144 3 0 397 1,047 11.8 15.5
Clemson 11,815 670 153 153 115 0 131 91 8 19 301 971 8.4 13.5
Clinton 9,110 598 131 274 0 0 134 0 2 56 1,293 1,891 10.0 12.0
Clio E$ 770 434 64 282 0 0 86 1 0 0 224 657 5.8 9.0
Clover 3,921 347 29 170 87 3 0 48 10 0 142 489 9.9 11.7
Columbia 116,586 938 285 369 59 0 123 80 11 10 512 1,450 12.6 15.6
Conway E$ 12,420 588 110 246 69 0 102 58 3 0 449 1,037 11.6 13.7
Cope 106 141 52 0 35 0 11 37 0 5 46 187 66.0 66.0
Cordova 151 130 126 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 33 163 0.0 0.0
Cottageville E$ 711 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Coward 652 214 150 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 215 6.1 6.1
Cowpens 2,292 454 114 188 55 58 29 0 10 0 0 454 0.0 0.0
Cross Hill E$ 601 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1.7 1.7
Darlington 6,666 672 117 293 95 0 108 59 0 0 192 864 11.9 13.5
Denmark E$ 3,260 503 120 219 0 11 138 15 0 0 142 646 6.7 8.5
Dillon 6,413 446 89 177 73 0 75 31 0 0 45 491 9.7 9.7
Donalds X 352 0
Due West 1,293 229 23 192 3 0 11 0 0 0 661 890 4.6 9.3
Duncan 2,915 451 119 277 16 0 24 2 13 0 102 552 6.5 6.9
Easley 18,157 456 110 208 37 0 42 47 10 2 1,387 1,843 8.3 12.5
Eastover X 818 0
Edgefield 4,525 166 27 73 6 0 46 14 0 0 0 166 4.3 4.3
Edisto Beach 665 2,112 408 725 81 0 399 124 71 303 1,398 3,510 37.6 45.1
Ehrhardt 600 370 86 238 0 0 44 2 0 0 166 537 4.2 7.5
Elgin 822 303 126 136 0 0 0 42 0 0 0 303 6.1 6.1
Elko 212 22 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 165 187 4.7 4.7
Elloree 731 1,006 236 625 55 0 0 0 91 0 543 1,549 0.0 0.0




               
 
 













































                
                
                
                
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                 
                
                  
                
                 














































Estill 2,413 $177 $57 $90 $0 $0 $22 $9 $0 $0 $68 $245 7.5 10.8
Eutawville 342 208 208 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 208 26.3 26.3
Fairfax E$ 3,080 340 148 99 0 0 92 0 0 0 272 611 9.3 11.3
Florence 30,380 706 88 304 69 2 88 70 1 84 343 1,049 10.9 14.1
Folly Beach 2,191 846 293 345 0 0 178 12 17 0 512 1,357 22.0 22.9
Forest Acres 10,387 392 74 161 11 0 145 0 0 0 0 392 6.6 6.6
Fort Lawn E$ 864 330 149 164 17 0 0 0 0 0 100 430 4.7 4.7
Fort Mill 7,553 432 113 176 52 0 78 9 4 0 268 701 7.4 9.1
Fountain Inn 6,149 479 110 227 61 0 41 40 0 0 128 607 10.9 12.7
Furman 285 37 23 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 0.0 0.0
Gaffney 12,958 554 180 220 48 0 63 4 0 39 0 554 9.3 9.3
Gaston E$ 1,355 62 38 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 5.4 5.4
Georgetown 8,899 1,192 290 597 85 0 147 25 10 39 2,063 3,255 20.9 26.9
Gifford E$ 370 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 29 2.8 5.6
Gilbert 513 96 46 2 22 0 0 26 0 0 0 96 21.4 21.4
Goose Creek E$ 30,449 433 45 82 12 12 23 0 258 0 36 469 3.7 4.1
Govan E$ 66 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.9 0.9
Gray Court 1,016 711 119 49 0 0 523 0 3 17 66 777 3.9 4.9
Great Falls 2,174 292 50 161 10 0 71 0 0 0 96 388 8.5 10.3
Greeleyville 445 342 134 208 0 0 0 0 0 0 168 510 15.7 15.7
Greenville 56,480 1,314 440 362 177 0 142 144 50 0 32 1,346 13.8 14.2
Greenwood 22,192 440 61 244 62 0 60 3 1 9 4 444 7.5 7.5
Greer E$ 18,245 528 107 259 49 0 54 30 6 22 2,613 3,141 8.9 16.7
Hampton 2,820 488 57 213 161 0 0 58 0 0 393 880 0.0 0.0
Hanahan 12,823 540 236 196 7 16 44 39 0 2 1 540 7.3 7.3
Hardeeville 1,819 803 193 450 108 0 0 51 2 0 456 1,260 17.0 20.9
Harleyville 686 1,031 615 160 24 0 225 6 0 0 322 1,353 13.1 16.0
Hartsville 7,528 642 85 364 38 0 113 36 7 0 370 1,012 13.4 15.1
Heath Springs 858 450 198 45 58 0 147 2 0 0 135 585 9.3 12.8
Hemingway 560 1,395 245 851 42 0 154 89 0 14 1,065 2,460 30.4 39.3
Hickory Grove 341 170 145 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 227 397 11.7 20.5
Hilda E$ 436 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 0.0 2.4
Hilton Head Is. 33,992 632 226 244 42 0 32 87 0 0 0 632 6.7 6.7
Hodges 165 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 6.1 6.1





               
 
 












































                 
                
                 
                
                
                  
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                 













































Holly Hill 1,411 $691 $131 $359 $0 $0 $182 $17 $1 $0 $2,395 $3,087 29.1 32.6
Hollywood 4,157 97 97 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 110 4.8 4.8
Honea Path 3,546 401 119 192 41 0 33 11 3 0 256 656 10.2 13.0
Inman 1,891 324 72 169 82 0 0 0 0 0 399 723 5.3 8.5
Irmo 11,079 126 40 86 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126 2.9 2.9
Isle Of Palms 4,526 1,259 190 551 0 0 213 250 55 0 0 1,259 15.5 15.5
Iva E$ 1,167 404 119 240 0 0 18 28 0 0 256 661 11.1 12.8
Jackson 1,626 463 136 220 6 0 97 5 0 0 177 640 6.8 9.8
Jamestown 97 667 440 227 0 0 0 0 0 0 869 1,536 41.2 51.5
Jefferson 703 504 155 285 30 0 0 32 2 0 579 1,083 10.0 14.2
Johnsonville E$ 1,413 393 82 184 0 0 104 23 0 0 790 1,182 7.1 14.2
Johnston 2,357 302 48 157 12 0 75 11 0 0 0 302 6.2 6.2
Jonesville 968 369 60 202 57 0 51 0 0 0 437 806 13.4 15.5
Kershaw 1,630 573 70 390 28 0 42 42 0 0 264 836 9.2 16.0
Kiawah Island 1,142 1,639 768 111 50 0 55 582 7 65 0 1,639 10.1 10.1
Kingstree 3,543 787 115 351 100 0 0 56 37 127 452 1,240 15.2 18.1
Kline 237 53 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 1.1 1.1
Lake City E$ 6,493 554 92 281 21 0 117 39 2 0 229 783 12.8 16.0
Lake View 796 583 110 212 136 31 70 23 0 0 145 727 16.3 17.6
Lamar 1,013 437 162 155 0 0 0 0 121 0 134 571 4.9 6.9
Lancaster 8,277 719 161 358 58 0 99 10 15 18 577 1,296 16.9 20.9
Landrum E$ 2,482 367 123 182 16 0 42 0 4 0 385 752 6.9 9.8
Lane 578 73 11 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 108 6.1 7.8
Latta 1,414 541 43 235 198 0 0 64 0 0 377 919 19.1 21.9
Laurens 9,839 515 69 231 118 0 0 27 0 69 0 515 8.9 8.9
Lexington 11,016 321 98 158 14 0 3 41 7 0 845 1,166 5.4 8.0
Liberty 3,004 481 97 288 0 0 97 0 0 0 278 759 10.2 11.8
Lincolnville E$ 910 161 96 62 0 0 3 0 0 0 22 183 9.4 9.4
Little Mountain 255 33 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 33 23.5 23.5
Livingston 148 89 82 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 89 40.5 40.5
Lockhart E$ 532 129 68 0 0 0 61 0 0 0 286 415 5.2 5.2
Lodge 114 436 242 171 23 0 0 0 0 0 139 576 0.0 0.0
Loris 2,070 820 153 314 154 0 131 53 15 0 414 1,234 13.3 17.1
Lowndesville 168 350 67 18 253 0 0 0 0 12 13 363 0.0 0.0




               
 
 












































                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                 
                 
                
                 
                
                 
                
                
                 
                
                
                 
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
                 













































Lowrys 206 $76 $76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22 $97 0.0 0.0
Luray 115 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 47 0.0 0.0
Lyman E$ 2,708 333 103 121 0 0 0 0 0 109 468 801 5.2 9.0
Lynchburg E$ 586 258 46 212 0 0 0 0 0 0 113 372 13.9 20.9
Manning 4,009 634 129 309 194 0 0 0 2 0 692 1,326 10.2 12.5
Marion 7,007 825 126 288 105 0 202 101 3 0 345 1,170 11.7 14.4
Mauldin 16,137 424 45 218 40 0 67 40 14 0 0 424 8.0 8.0
Mayesville E$ 1,053 106 12 79 0 0 0 14 0 0 152 258 2.9 3.9
McBee E$ 715 561 91 175 104 0 0 191 0 0 3 565 9.1 9.1
McClellanville 458 522 202 197 21 0 78 25 0 0 0 522 13.1 13.1
McColl E$ 2,486 250 60 145 0 5 38 1 0 0 144 395 12.9 15.3
McConnells 253 89 46 0 15 0 0 29 0 0 0 89 0.0 0.0
McCormick 2,651 378 43 124 19 0 37 1 0 154 0 378 4.1 4.1
Meggett E$ 1,329 114 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 114 1.6 1.6
Moncks Corner 6,114 454 161 190 35 0 27 31 8 0 236 689 7.2 9.0
Monetta 220 146 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 783 929 0.0 4.5
Mount Croghan 154 185 28 10 0 0 0 112 0 35 34 218 0.0 0.0
Mount Pleasant 51,184 582 124 222 3 0 96 82 12 41 0 582 8.4 8.4
Mullins 4,954 671 143 287 80 0 108 47 3 1 195 865 12.7 15.5
Myrtle Beach 24,389 2,146 528 908 97 0 189 424 0 0 480 2,626 29.7 33.7
Neeses 412 120 68 0 10 0 0 33 0 9 0 120 1.2 1.2
New Ellenton E$ 2,255 332 102 160 20 0 45 4 0 0 76 408 8.7 8.7
Newberry 10,525 548 94 187 48 18 62 39 15 84 1,574 2,122 8.6 12.7
Nichols E$ 401 909 302 367 118 0 123 0 0 0 347 1,256 25.9 30.6
Ninety Six 1,928 358 49 127 91 0 0 0 0 90 0 358 0.0 0.0
Norris E$ 852 437 73 300 9 0 15 39 0 0 0 437 3.6 3.6
North 809 123 54 50 0 0 18 0 0 0 68 191 8.7 11.1
North Augusta 17,789 668 111 202 43 0 123 183 6 0 558 1,226 0.7 0.7
No. Charleston 80,737 714 113 322 32 0 88 85 66 7 0 714 10.4 10.4
No. Myrtle Beach 11,547 2,071 2,071 2,071 666 714 96 0 205 192 25 172 478 2,549
Norway 378 551 551 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,965 6,516 10.6 10.6
Olanta E$ 611 437 224 114 46 0 50 0 2 2 329 766 10.7 13.7
Olar 232 359 135 139 51 0 34 0 0 1 59 417 8.6 12.9
Orangeburg 12,904 850 121 352 143 0 67 167 0 0 1,191 2,041 13.6 27.5




               
 
 












































                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                 
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                 













































Pacolet 2,759 $206 $62 $74 $37 $0 $25 $8 $0 $0 $117 $322 7.2 8.3
Pageland 2,511 698 96 325 39 2 130 23 2 80 364 1,062 9.2 13.9
Pamplico 1,125 533 130 296 0 0 100 6 2 0 414 948 16.9 20.4
Parksville 121 110 57 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 8.3 8.3
Patrick 353 351 258 0 0 0 93 0 0 0 119 470 0.0 0.0
Pawleys Island 137 2,228 643 902 36 0 133 0 0 515 0 2,228 43.8 43.8
Paxville E$ 248 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4.1 4.1
Peak 61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Pelion 570 79 50 0 7 2 10 0 10 0 164 243 3.5 5.3
Pelzer 98 1,254 296 0 113 0 325 519 0 0 2,240 3,493 12.2 30.6
Pendleton 2,999 523 259 163 0 0 100 0 1 0 365 888 8.3 13.0
Perry 240 176 76 87 12 0 0 0 0 0 241 417 6.3 8.3
Pickens 3,021 527 67 274 77 0 74 34 1 0 629 1,156 12.6 18.5
Pine Ridge E$ 1,615 114 55 56 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 114 0.0 0.0
Pinewood 508 332 167 101 40 0 24 0 0 0 204 536 13.8 13.8
Plum Branch 98 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 10.2 10.2
Pomaria 177 302 65 0 38 0 0 199 0 0 0 302 0.0 0.0
Port Royal 8,787 330 58 218 27 0 21 0 6 0 176 507 4.3 5.6
Prosperity E$ 1,065 343 134 116 15 0 40 38 0 0 913 1,256 5.6 14.0
Quinby 837 131 70 0 0 0 51 7 3 0 0 131 1.2 1.2
Ravenel 2,327 37 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 4.7 4.7
Reevesville 207 169 105 12 22 26 0 5 0 0 0 169 0.0 0.0
Reidville 486 44 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 0.0 0.0
Richburg 332 101 64 0 11 0 0 20 7 0 0 101 0.0 0.0
Ridge Spring E$ 817 303 77 105 65 0 54 0 2 0 351 654 18.2 19.4
Ridgeland 2,608 370 98 272 0 0 0 0 0 0 189 559 3.5 6.1
Ridgeville E$ 1,740 178 87 75 5 0 0 12 0 0 94 272 2.9 3.5
Ridgeway 337 517 331 187 0 0 0 0 0 0 464 981 8.9 14.8
Rock Hill 53,014 558 195 196 24 0 74 54 0 14 948 1,506 11.0 12.7
Rockville 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Rowesville 375 116 116 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 0.0 0.0
Ruby 346 49 17 3 28 0 1 0 0 0 22 72 17.3 17.3
Salem 127 1,053 285 596 130 0 0 42 0 0 1,611 2,664 78.7 94.5
Salley 409 1,320 501 594 0 0 92 0 23 109 90 1,410 4.3 5.5




               
 
 












































                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                 
                 
                
                
                
                 
                 
                 
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                
                 
                 













































Saluda 3,044 $433 $120 $241 $71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $433 7.6 7.6
Santee 736 1,629 311 714 0 0 0 530 74 0 1,067 2,697 23.1 29.9
Scotia 228 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Scranton 975 269 144 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 269 4.1 4.1
Seabrook Island 1,228 742 657 0 0 0 0 84 0 0 0 742 3.3 3.3
Sellers E$ 274 116 0 113 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 116 10.0 10.0
Seneca 7,735 1,153 409 323 200 0 60 51 0 111 1,413 2,566 17.2 20.4
Sharon 422 183 111 25 20 0 0 27 0 0 198 381 0.0 7.1
Silverstreet 217 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4.6 4.6
Simpsonville 14,457 368 41 259 17 0 0 39 12 0 80 448 7.7 9.4
Six Mile 554 237 86 2 20 0 18 89 20 2 0 237 14.4 14.4
Smoaks 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Smyrna E$ 58 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 17.4 17.4
Snelling 247 139 76 2 18 0 38 3 0 1 0 139 0.0 0.0
Society Hill 704 771 354 417 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 771 12.1 12.1
South Congaree 2,302 149 58 91 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 149 6.7 6.7
Spartanburg 39,497 607 123 300 70 0 97 16 0 0 0 607 12.2 12.2
Springdale 2,874 339 80 187 0 0 61 10 0 0 0 339 5.9 5.9
Springfield 502 171 53 118 0 0 0 0 0 0 89 260 12.0 13.9
St. George 2,089 421 60 243 73 0 21 24 0 0 288 709 10.5 14.8
St. Matthews E$ 2,092 418 74 197 13 0 135 0 0 0 221 640 10.3 12.2
St. Stephen E$ 1,770 421 80 241 0 0 95 4 0 0 223 643 23.3 26.7
Starr E$ 177 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 11.4 11.4
Stuckey 260 247 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 223 0 247 0.0 0.0
Sullivan's Island 1,888 978 369 602 0 0 0 7 0 0 794 1,772 13.2 15.4
Summerton E$ 1,059 335 112 223 0 0 0 0 0 0 178 513 25.7 29.5
Summerville 29,035 332 62 182 47 0 12 22 0 8 0 332 7.0 7.0
Summit E$ 225 29 14 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 44.0 44.0
Sumter 39,976 477 51 230 26 0 55 31 5 79 195 673 9.3 10.8
Surfside Beach 4,446 977 281 289 139 0 156 80 0 32 0 977 15.5 15.5
Swansea 665 408 183 153 0 0 53 19 0 0 303 711 6.0 10.5
Sycamore 182 26 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 5.5 5.5
Tatum E$ 68 254 150 0 51 0 50 0 0 3 0 254 0.0 0.0
Tega Cay 4,099 544 171 193 12 0 84 74 9 0 0 544 7.3 7.3





               
 
 












































                
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 
                
                
                 
                 
                 
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                 













































Timmonsville 2,312 $399 $95 $179 $107 $0 $13 $2 $3 $0 $213 $612 8.7 9.9
Travelers Rest E$ 4,081 588 121 416 0 0 41 0 9 0 36 624 8.0 8.0
Trenton 233 1,641 876 575 0 0 0 190 0 0 0 1,641 8.6 8.6
Troy 106 111 111 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 111 0.0 0.0
Turbeville 724 703 220 333 62 0 0 87 0 0 544 1,247 9.7 12.4
Ulmer E$ 100 659 342 145 55 0 0 0 117 0 303 962 9.2 9.2
Union 8,649 553 123 241 62 0 105 0 3 20 3,760 4,313 9.8 16.9
Vance 207 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Varnville E$ 2,063 359 91 195 0 0 73 0 0 0 210 568 5.3 6.8
Wagener 864 536 246 209 0 0 64 8 10 0 261 797 6.4 8.7
Walhalla 3,812 509 46 255 77 0 92 39 0 0 427 936 12.6 17.1
Walterboro 5,145 763 110 392 146 0 96 13 6 0 455 1,218 19.0 19.0
Ward 109 53 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 27.5 27.5
Ware Shoals 2,383 843 159 356 60 0 218 0 0 50 205 1,049 6.3 10.5
Waterloo 204 51 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 20 70 0.0 0.0
Wellford 2,249 270 171 98 0 0 0 0 1 0 70 340 3.1 3.1
West Columbia 13,167 619 160 326 26 0 100 7 1 0 413 1,032 9.6 12.5
West Pelzer E$ 888 139 25 90 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 139 7.8 7.8
West Union E$ 298 637 127 510 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 898 6.8 10.2
Westminster 2,753 730 285 242 77 0 84 42 0 0 1,476 2,207 12.9 18.7
Whitmire 1,510 447 76 183 61 4 46 77 0 0 535 982 9.9 16.6
Williams 117 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 80 8.5 8.5
Williamston E$ 3,819 411 75 210 0 0 81 41 4 0 264 675 13.1 15.7
Williston 3,293 433 107 189 61 0 66 10 0 0 256 688 5.5 6.1
Windsor E$ 128 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0.6 0.6
Winnsboro 3,616 1,203 252 660 0 0 287 4 0 0 1,017 2,220 10.8 19.4
Woodford 195 57 13 0 8 0 0 19 16 0 2 59 5.1 5.1
Woodruff E$ 4,222 475 78 241 130 3 18 3 2 0 88 563 6.4 7.1
Yemassee 815 713 178 412 43 2 56 0 22 0 323 1,037 12.3 16.0
York 6,979 626 186 266 0 0 87 87 0 0 191 817 10.6 12.5
E$ Estimated finances due to non-reporting. Note: Detail may not total due to rounding.
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SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUE (IN MILLIONS), 1990-91 TO 2000-01




Property tax $190.1 $204.8 $219.2 $231.2 $233.7 $239.6 $246.2 $251.2 $256.1 $275.6 $262.0
Local option sales tax - 11.5 17.8 19.0 24.5 28.4 32.7 41.2 46.4 50.0 52.8
Local accom. tax - - - - - - 2.8 7.8 7.4 7.7 9.9
Local hospitality tax - - - - - - 8.7 11.2 12.5 15.2 20.1
Licenses & permits 106.1 110.8 119.6 136.7 150.3 166.8 181.7 193.9 213.4 230.0 257.4
Service charges 68.5 70.5 76.0 88.7 100.8 111.5 125.2 133.2 139.4 148.9 155.6
Miscellaneous 53.7 43.3 38.3 38.0 47.0 59.2 61.0 64.8 63.0 77.7 92.8
Federal 34.0 33.1 35.8 47.2 47.1 70.2 69.2 58.6 58.3 51.0 49.3
State-shared 46.3 47.3 46.2 47.7 51.5 58.0 61.4 66.8 68.9 72.8 83.9
State grants 6.8 8.2 12.8 13.5 9.5 22.5 19.7 16.3 22.4 26.5 15.4
Interlocal 14.2 16.3 19.2 16.6 18.1 18.8 41.1 37.4 28.8 25.3 21.4
Total revenue $519.7 $545.7 $584.8 $638.5 $682.4 $774.9 $849.7 $882.6 $916.5 $980.8 $1,020.6
Utility revenue $369.8 $383.1 $409.0 $424.0 $448.5 $492.1 $515.4 $538.9 $567.8 $782.1 $637.8
Total + utility revenue $889.4 $928.8 $993.8 $1,062.5 $1,130.8 $1,267.0 $1,365.1 $1,421.5 $1,484.3 $1,762.9 $1,658.4
Note: Detail may not total due to rounding.
a Contains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARES, 1990-91 TO 2000-01




Property tax 36.6% 37.5% 37.5% 36.2% 34.2% 30.9% 29.0% 28.5% 28.0% 28.1% 25.7%
Local option sales tax 0.0% 2.1% 3.0% 3.0% 3.6% 3.7% 3.9% 4.7% 5.1% 5.1% 5.2%
Local accom. tax 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 1.0%
Local hospitality tax 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.3% 1.4% 1.6% 2.0%
Licenses and permits 20.4% 20.3% 20.5% 21.4% 22.0% 21.5% 21.4% 22.0% 23.3% 23.4% 25.2%
Service charges 13.2% 12.9% 13.0% 13.9% 14.8% 14.4% 14.7% 15.1% 15.2% 15.2% 15.2%
Miscellaneous 10.3% 7.9% 6.5% 5.9% 6.9% 7.6% 7.2% 7.3% 6.9% 7.9% 9.1%
Federal 6.6% 6.1% 6.1% 7.4% 6.9% 9.1% 8.1% 6.6% 6.4% 5.2% 4.8%
State-shared 8.9% 8.7% 7.9% 7.5% 7.6% 7.5% 7.2% 7.6% 7.5% 7.4% 8.2%
State grants 1.3% 1.5% 2.2% 2.1% 1.4% 2.9% 2.3% 1.8% 2.4% 2.7% 1.5%
Interlocal 2.7% 3.0% 3.3% 2.6% 2.7% 2.4% 4.8% 4.2% 3.1% 2.6% 2.1%
Total revenue 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Utility revenue NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Total + utility revenue NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Note: Detail may not total due to rounding. NA = not applicable.




         
                
  
             
               
              
              
              
             
            
            
            
             
            
             
             
               
        




SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL REVENUE PER CAPITA, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1999-
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 2000-01 a 
2000 a 
Property tax $146 $157 $167 $174 $175 $174 $179 $181 $183 $195 $182
Local option sales tax - 9 14 14 18 21 24 30 33 35 37
Local accom. tax - - - - - - 2 6 5 5 7
Local hospitality tax - - - - - - 6 8 9 11 14
Licenses and permits 82 85 91 103 113 121 132 140 153 163 179
Service charges 53 54 58 67 75 81 91 96 100 106 108
Miscellaneous 41 33 29 29 35 43 44 47 45 55 64
Federal 26 25 27 36 35 51 50 42 42 36 34
State-shared 36 36 35 36 39 42 45 48 49 52 58
State grants 5 6 10 10 7 16 14 12 16 19 11
Interlocal 11 12 15 12 14 14 30 27 21 18 15
Total revenue $400 $419 $445 $481 $511 $562 $619 $637 $655 $695 $709
Utility revenue $285 $294 $311 $320 $336 $357 $375 $389 $406 $554 $443
Total + utility revenue $685 $713 $756 $801 $847 $919 $994 $1,025 $1,061 $1,248 $1,151
Note: Detail may not total due to rounding.
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
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SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES (IN MILLIONS), 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration $98.4 $111.3 $113.8 $118.3 $135.7 $156.0 $156.8 $172.3 $184.5 $215.0 $231.1
Public safety 208.6 220.2 226.0 244.2 258.3 281.1 300.6 324.9 346.8 399.0 395.9
Transportation 48.7 41.9 39.0 40.4 52.1 54.2 60.2 74.4 77.5 73.3 76.6
Health and human services 1.8 1.3 2.6 2.1 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.5 2.5
Environment and housing 79.0 77.6 77.5 85.6 88.3 88.9 101.6 110.3 106.6 114.0 116.6
Recreation and culture 59.6 70.3 71.7 55.8 57.6 59.2 77.1 126.4 79.4 86.3 92.6
Interest on debtb 12.2 13.5 13.1 12.6 13.9 12.5 12.2 22.4 20.5 20.9 23.4
Other spending 43.7 38.0 33.7 41.0 50.7 39.9 40.9 36.5 37.5 38.3 38.8
Total expenditures $552.0 $574.1 $577.6 $600.1 $659.1 $694.6 $751.8 $869.9 $855.6 $949.4 $977.5
Utility expendituresc $354.2 $366.7 $352.1 $312.5 $312.9 $407.3 $403.0 $448.6 $454.8 $464.8 $505.3
Total + utility expenditures $906.2 $940.9 $929.7 $912.5 $972.0 $1,101.8 $1,154.8 $1,318.5 $1,310.3 $1,414.2 $1,482.9
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
NA=not applicable.
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.
cIncludes interest on utility debt.
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURE SHARES, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92a 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration 17.8% 19.4% 19.7% 19.7% 20.6% 22.5% 20.9% 19.8% 21.6% 22.7% 23.6%
37.4
Public safety 37.8% 38.3% 39.1% 40.7% 39.2% 40.5% 40.0% % 40.5% 42.0% 40.5%
Transportation 8.8% 7.3% 6.8% 6.7% 7.9% 7.8% 8.0% 8.6% 9.1% 7.7% 7.8%
Health and human services 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Environment and housing 14.3% 13.5% 13.4% 14.3% 13.4% 12.8% 13.5% 12.7% 12.5% 12.0% 11.9%
Recreation and culture 10.8% 12.2% 12.4% 9.3% 8.7% 8.5% 10.3% 14.5% 9.3% 9.1% 9.5%
Interest on debtb 2.2% 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 2.1% 1.8% 1.6% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.4%
Other spending 7.9% 6.6% 5.8% 6.8% 7.7% 5.8% 5.5% 4.2% 4.4% 4.0% 4.0%
Total expenditures 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Utility expendituresc NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Total + utility expenditures NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
NA=not applicable.
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.




         
                     
                                  
                                   
                                  
                                     
                                    
                                    
                                    
                        
                                 
                         
                                 
          
  
      
     




SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration $76 $85 $87 $89 $102 $113 $114 $124 $132 $152 $160
Public safety 161 169 172 184 193 204 219 234 248 283 275
Transportation 38 32 30 30 39 39 44 54 55 52 53
Health and human services 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Environment and housing 61 60 59 65 66 64 74 80 76 81 81
Recreation and culture 46 54 55 42 43 43 56 91 57 61 64
Interest on debtb 9 10 10 9 10 9 9 16 15 15 16
Other spending 34 29 26 31 38 29 30 26 27 27 27
Total expenditures $425 $441 $439 $452 $493 $504 $547 $627 $612 $673 $679
Utility expendituresc $273 $281 $268 $235 $234 $295 $293 $324 $325 $329 $351
Total + utility expenditures $698 $722 $707 $688 $728 $799 $841 $951 $937 $1,002 $1,029
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
NA=not applicable.
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.
cIncludes interest on utility debt.
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SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EMPLOYMENT, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration 2,096 2,229 2,266 2,206 2,409 2,510 2,656 2,576 2,823 2,904 2,972
Public safety 6,165 6,395 6,408 6,613 6,761 6,994 7,210 7,425 7,622 7,677 7,884
Transportation 1,008 913 872 873 917 906 915 1,045 1,086 1,029 1,120
Health and human services 14 29 43 38 41 47 30 40 43 39 21
Environment and housing 1,944 2,057 1,883 1,852 1,773 1,775 1,807 1,886 1,916 1,871 1,932
Recreation and culture 913 1,039 1,092 952 919 1,079 1,193 1,218 1,248 1,136 1,242
Interest on debtb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other spending 26 26 17 46 54 32 38 33 42 43 48
Total expenditures 12,164 12,688 12,580 12,580 12,874 13,343 13,850 14,223 14,780 14,698 15,219
Utility expendituresc 2,245 2,213 2,319 2,288 2,313 2,904 2,348 2,490 2,556 2,430 2,520
Total + utility expenditures 14,409 14,901 14,899 14,868 15,187 16,247 16,198 16,713 17,336 17,129 17,739
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding..
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.
cIncludes interest on utility debt.
NA=not applicable.
SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EMPLOYMENT SHARES, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration 17.2% 17.6% 18.0% 17.5% 18.7% 18.8% 19.2% 18.1% 19.1% 19.8% 19.5%
Public safety 50.7% 50.4% 50.9% 52.6% 52.5% 52.4% 52.1% 52.2% 51.6% 52.2% 51.8%
Transportation 8.3% 7.2% 6.9% 6.9% 7.1% 6.8% 6.6% 7.4% 7.4% 7.0% 7.4%
Health and human services 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.1%
Environment and housing 16.0% 16.2% 15.0% 14.7% 13.8% 13.3% 13.1% 13.3% 13.0% 12.7% 12.7%
Recreation and culture 7.5% 8.2% 8.7% 7.6% 7.1% 8.1% 8.6% 8.6% 8.4% 7.7% 8.2%
Interest on debtb 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Other spending 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Total expenditures 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Utility expendituresc NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Total + utility expenditures NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding.
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.





          
                      
            
             
            
               
              
              
              
             
             
              
               
               
      
     




SOUTH CAROLINA MUNICIPAL EMPLOYMENT PER 1,000 RESIDENTS, 1990-91 TO 2000-01
1990-91a 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 a 1996-97 a 1997-98 a 1998-99 a 1999-2000 a 2000-01 a 
Administration 1.61 1.71 1.72 1.66 1.80 1.82 1.93 1.86 2.02 2.06 2.06
Public safety 4.75 4.91 4.87 4.98 5.06 5.07 5.25 5.36 5.45 5.44 5.47
Transportation 0.78 0.70 0.66 0.66 0.69 0.66 0.67 0.75 0.78 0.73 0.78
Health and human services 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01
Environment and housing 1.50 1.58 1.43 1.40 1.33 1.29 1.32 1.36 1.37 1.33 1.34
Recreation and culture 0.70 0.80 0.83 0.72 0.69 0.78 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.80 0.86
Interest on debtb 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other spending 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
Total expenditures 9.36 9.74 9.56 9.48 9.64 9.68 10.08 10.26 10.57 10.41 10.57
Utility expendituresc 1.73 1.70 1.76 1.72 1.73 2.11 1.71 1.80 1.83 1.72 1.75
Total + utility expenditures 11.09 11.43 11.33 11.20 11.37 11.78 11.79 12.05 12.39 12.13 12.31
Note: detail may not sum to totals due to rounding..
aContains estimated data for nonreporting cities.
bExcludes interest on utility debt.
cIncludes interest on utility debt.
NA=not applicable.
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